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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Overissuances occur when food stamps are provided to
ineligible households or when eligible households
receive food stamp allotments that are greater than the
amount allowed under program regulations. When an
agency determines that a household has received food
stamps to which it is not entitled, the state is
mandated by law and regulations to establish a claim
against and to collect the overissuance from that
household. Within the constraints of the law and
regulations, states have considerable discretion in how
they operate and administer the claims collection
process. However, little systematic information exists
on the policies and procedures adopted by states and
local agencies, or on the effectiveness of agencies at
collecting claims.

Accordingly, the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture has sponsored research to
learn more about these aspects of the Food Stamp Program
(FSP). Claims collection is one of six general topics
covered in a study of FSP operations being conducted by
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., and its
subcontractors, Abt Associates, Inc., and the Urban
Ingtitute,

The first phase of the study entailed interviews with
state-level food stamp personnel in the 50 states, plus
the District of Columbia, Guam; and the Virgin

Islands. Questions in the claims collection component
of the interviews covered the organization and admini-
stration of the claims collection process; the extent to
which the claims process is automated; the policies and
procedures involved in identifying overissuances,
establishing and collecting claims, and suspending and
terminating delinquent claimsj and some tentative
measures of the effectiveness of the claims collection
process. The data collected in the census of state
agencies were used to prepare preliminary descriptive
profiles of the states' claims collection processes.

The second phase of the study, a survey of a national
sample of 187 local food stamp agencies (FSAs), focused
on claims collection operations within local offices.
Because responsibility for claims collection activities
may be -delegated completely or partially to local,
district, or state agencies, or to combinations of these
offices, the survey data were collected to enhance and
complete the census-based descriptive profiles of food
stamp operations in all the states., In addition, the

ix
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survey data were used to develop a nationally
representative picture of claims collection processes.

This report describes the claims collection processes of
the states and selected local FSAs within the states.
Findings are summarized below for each major topic area.

The majority of states show mixed levels of state,
district, and local responsibility for operating the
claims collection process; however, after a claim has
been established, activities become increasingly
centralized through state-level intervention in most
states.

In addition, specialized staff are involved in the
claims process at some level in all of the states,
although the exact nature of the staff and the functions
they perform are quite diverse. 1In some agencies, the
specialized staff simply help the caseworker investigate
and establish the claim, while in others the specialized
staff are organized into special units and assume full
responsibility for the entire claims collection process
following the referral of the overissuance.

The claims collection process, unlike other operational
areas of the Food Stamp Program, may involve a number of
local, district, and state agencies. Consequently, a
variety of managerial methods and techniques for
monitoring the progress of individual cases may be
necessary to administer the claims collection process
effectively. Forty-eight of the states utilize routine
summary reports to assess how well the claims collection
process is working and/or to effect communication among
the various units involved in the claims process.

Within the majority of the states, at least some of the
local offices also prepare routine summary reports.
Nationally, routine reports are prepared in both state
and local FSAs for 63 percent of the FSP household
caseload. Routine status reports on individual
overissuances or claims cases are a less frequently used
managerial tool within the claims collection process, as
are time limits to control the period required to
investigate, establish, and collect on a claim. Most
states have instituted some type of system for tracking
overissuances and claims and systems for signalling
workers when claims cases require further attention,
although relatively few of the agencies incorporate
information on the age of the overissuances or claims in
their systems. Only about 15 percent of the national
caseload are represented by local agencies that have a
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system for aging claims. The ability to "age'
overigsuances and claims is a useful function because it
helps ensure the timeliness of the actions required at
each stage of the claims collection process.

The majority of the states have instituted automated
claims collection processes that complement the
functions performed by their automated food stamp
certification systems; those systems are frequently made
available to the local agencies within their respective
states, However, the extent to which these state and
local systems support the ¢laims process varies
considerably. The automated claims systems of most of
the states include a history of the household's payments
on the claim, while only about -one-half of the systems
overall maintain a history of the dates of all actions
taken on overissuances andlor claims. Few of the state
systems are capable of calculating the amount of the
overissuance itself. However, the majority of these
automated systems routinely ealculate the recoupment
amount and deduct that amount from the household's food
stamp issuance. Approximatély one-half of the state-
level systems have the capacity to generate demand
letters automatically at ‘the appropriate time
intervals. Proportionately fewer of the locally
available automated claims-systems can automatically
generate demand letters. Only about one-fifth of the
national caseload are covered by local FSAs with such a
capability.

In the first stage of the claims collection process--—
identifying the overissuance--states report using

a wide array of detection methods. The following
approaches were frequently perceived by the states as
the most effective: computer ‘matches of wages and
unearned income, recertification reviews, Quality
Control reviews, and conflicting information provided by
the client, Because the detection of overissuances is
generally a local office function, many local agencies
tend to employ more of the detection methods than do
their respective states. The methods which rank among
the most effective nationally include computer matches
of wages and unearned income, recertification reviews,
and error-prone profiles,

Investigating the identified overissuances frequently
entails using specialized staff, particularly to
investigate cases of suspected fraud. In general,
states appear to expend more resources on investigating
and pursuing suspected fraud cases than nonfraud

xi
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cases. The following reasons were cited for emphasizing
fraud claims over nonfraud claims: (1) the necessity of
protecting the integrity of the program, (2) financial
incentives established by FNS, and (3) the higher dollar
amount involved in most fraud claims.

Of the four methods available for establishing fraud
claims--prosecution, disqualification consent agreements
(DCAs), administrative disqualification hearings (ADHs),
and waivers of hearing--only prosecution is used in all
states. Because responsibility for claims activities at
the establishment phase shifts away from the local
level, agencies report that prosecution tends to be a
state- rather than local-level function. DCAs and
waivers of hearing are not used in 9 and 10 states,
respectively. The ADHs and waivers of hearing are the
preferred methods for establishing fraud claims among
most of the state and local offices.

The process of establishing the claim typically involves
a shift in the type of staff responsible for claims
activities. First, fraud claims that are referred for
prosecution and are established through the courts often
move to agencies outside the control of the FSA,

Second, as we have stated, the claims collection process
is increasingly centralized at the state level after a
claim has been established. Finally, in many states, a
shift is evident in the use of specialized staff to
collect payments on the claim.

Collecting claims payments from households which are no
longer participating in the FSP or which have been
issued overpayments due to agency error is generally
more difficult, since recoupment is not a possible means
of collection.l/ Thirty-seven state agencies, and the
local offices of 4 additional states, currently use some
type of alternative collection technique, most
frequently wage garnishment, tax refund intercepts,
small claims court, and property liens, to collect on
claims against households that have failed to respond to
other collection efforts. Although these alternative
collection methods are seldom used by most agencies,
several agencies reported that the threat of their use

l/Claims due to agency error can be collected through
recoupment only if the client agrees to that type of
repayment.
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is often an effective method for generating claims
payments.

The suspension and termination of claims are relatively
low priority functions within the states, and,
consequently, many agencies have large backlogs of both
delinquent claims which are eligible for suspension and
suspended claims which are eligible for termination,
Staff shortages and the lack of resources were the
reasons cited most frequently by state and local
agencies for not maintaining an accurate accounting of
the collectible claims that are outstanding.

The quantitative assessment of the effectiveness of

the claims collection process requires information on
the flow of cases through the claims process. Since the
necessary information is not maintained by the state or
local agencies, professional estimates and
administrative data from Form FNS-209 are used to
construct a tentative profile of effectiveness. Because
both the professional estimates and administrative data
suffer from severe problems, measures of the effective-
ness of the claims collection process are considered
only rough indicators. Given the poor quality of the
effectiveness data, it is not surprising that a close
relationship does not appear to exist between any of the
characteristics of the claims collection processes and
the measures of the effectiveness of claims

collection. However, the measures of effectiveness
would appear to suggest that the claims collection
process can be improved substantially.

xiii
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I. INTRODUCTION

This report describes the results of two series of
interviews on the claims collection processes used by
Food Stamp Agencies. The interviews were administered
as part of the first and second phases of the three-
phase Food Stamp Program Operations Study (FSPOS), which
is being undertaken by Mathematica Policy Research,
Inc., and its subcontractors, Abt Associates, Inc., and
the Urban Institute, under contract to the Food and
Nutrition Service (FNS) of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture.

The first phase of the FSPOS, the '"census,'" entailed
administering telephone ‘interviews to state agency staff
in the 53 state-level Food Stamp Agencies (FSAs)
(including Guam, the Virgim Islands, and the District of
Columbia), focusing on the practices and procedures that
comprise the states' food stamp claims collection
operations.l/ The census dats were examined and used to
develop descriptive profiles of the states' claims
collection processes and to establish a typology of
claims collection processes based on organizational and
operational characteristics. Because responsibility for
claims collection activities may be delegated completely
or partially to local, district, or state agencies, or
combinations of those offices, the census data did not
always provide a complete picture of a particular
state's claims operations. Consequently, in the second
phase, a telephone survey was administered to a national
sample of 187 local agencies to collect information on
their claims collection operations.2/

l/In addition to covering the states' claims collection
processes, the census of state agencies focused on 5 other
areas! automated certification systems, computer matching,
monthly reporting, quality cemtrol, and job-search
activities, The results of the census interviews on claims
collection and the five other areas are presented in
separate census reports.

Z/Because the census provided relatively complete
‘descriptive profiles of automated certification systems,
monthly reporting, quality control, and job search, local
FSA follow~up data collection efforts were unnecessary.
However, the survéy of local offices did include interviews
on computer matching operations in addition to claims
collection operations. The results of the survey interviews
on computer matching are presented in a companion survey
report.
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In the second phase, the two primary objectives of the
FSPOS project were to gather data comparable to the
census data from local FSAs in order to complete the
descriptive profiles of the state systems and to confirm
or modify the placements of the state systems within the
typology established following the census. In addition,
the survey data were used to develop a nationally
representative overview of claims collection operations.

The third phase of the FSPOS project plan will consist
of intensive assessments of selected sites, focusing on
the costs and benefits of particularly promising
examples of Food Stamp Program (FSP) operations
identified in the first two phases of the study.
Further project reports will be issued on Phase III.

Section A of this introduction outlines the goals of the
census and survey interviews on the claims collection
process. Section B briefly reviews the sources of the
data, describing the state and local agency samples and
the data collection methods. Section C discusses the
scope of the reported results, and Section D describes
the organization of the remainder of this report.

A. GOALS OF THE CENSUS AND SURVEY OF CLAIMS COLLECTION
PROCESSES

The primary purpose of the census interviews on claims
collection in the FSP was to develop clear, consistent,
and complete descriptive profiles of state systems
currently in use, and to establish a typology which
allows systems to be distinguished according to
categories based on the methods that are used to
organize and operate the claims collection functions.
Because responsibility for claims collection activities
may be completely or partially delegated to local
agencies, the survey data were collected to complete the
descriptive profiles of the claims systems of states and
to confirm or modify the census-established typology.

Based on the census and survey data collection, the
descriptive profiles of the claims process cover:

o The techniques that are used to discover
overissuances and to investigate, establish, and
recover claims
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o The policies and procedures of the claims collection
process which are defined at the state and local
level

o The claims collection information functions used by
state and local FSAs, such as automated tracking
systems and systems for monitoring claims

o A profile of the current backlog of overissuances and
claims

In addition, a preliminary analysis of the effectiveness
of the claims collection process was undertaken on the
basis of administrative data (Form FNS~209) collected by
FNS.

The need for complete descriptive profiles was given the
highest priority during the census design period, after
a review of a broader set of questions on claims
collection that are of interest to FNS. Additional
questions of interest to FNS, identified at the outset
of the FSPOS, included the following:

o What are the costs of the different claims collection
systems? :

- What are the costs of identifying overissuances,
egtablishing claims, and making collections?

- What is the relationship between the claims
collection approach and the cost of claims
collection activities?

- How do the costs of the claims collection effort
vary according to the characteristics of the
households that have overissuances and claims?

o How effective are the different claims collection
systems?

- How effective is each stage of the claims
collection process (identification, establishment,
and recovery) in dealing with the potential or
actual claims cases from the preceding stage?

- How effective are claims suspension and termination
practices, and what conventions should states
follow in suspending or terminating the pursuit of
collections?
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- How does the effectiveness of the claims collection
process vary according to the characteristics of
the households that have overissuances and claims?

o Given the impact of different collection approaches
on the costs and effectiveness of the claims
collection process, what claims collection approaches
are most cost-effective?

o What approaches are used to "age'" claims and
prioritize claims collection activities?

Based on a review of the data commonly compiled and
reported by state and local FSAs, and in view of the
data collection constraints inherent in telephone
interviewing, a conclusion was reached during the census
design period that the census and survey data collection
efforts would not be able to create a useful data base
for a serious analysis of the costs, effectiveness, and
cost-effectiveness of the claims collection process.
Such detail will require a more extensive analysis of
claims collection systems, Consequently, questions on
costs and effectiveness were deferred for possible
exploration in the intensive assessment stage of the
FSPOS.

B. SAMPLE AND INTERVIEWING METHODS

Four aspects of the census and survey provide the
necessary background for presenting the results: (1)
the sample of state agencies covered in the census, (2)
the sample of local agencies covered in the survey, (3)
the data collection instruments and interviewing methods
that were used in both the census and the survey, and
(4) the use of materials received from state agencies.

The general purpose of the claims collection census was
to describe the operational processes used in each state
based on the interviews with state FSA staff. The
claims collection interview was attempted for all

state FSAs and the FSAs in the District of Columbia,
Guam, and the Virgin Islands, or 53 jurisdictions. The
interview was administered successfully to all of the
jurisdictions, except California and North Dakota. The
California FSA was not able to respond meaningfully to
the instrument because of the wide variation in the
claims process across the local FSAs. In North Dakota,
the pressures of current work and staff shortages made
it impossible for FSA staff to participate in the study.
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claims collection process did not vary significantly at
the local level, 2 local FSAs were chosen for the
sample; for states that did exhibit substantial
variation at the local level, 5 local FSAs were
generally selected.4/ The selection of only 2 local
agencies from the former set of states was nonetheless
expected to provide the information necessary for
confirming the profile of the claims collection process
obtained from the census and to provide additional
information on some operational procedures used within
local offices, information that will be necessary for
selecting local site candidates for the intensive
assessments in FSPOS Phase III, Details of the survey
sample design are included in Appendix C of this report.

While the sample of local offices is not intended to be
representative of local FSAs within any particular
state, the total sample is nationally representative of
the claims collection process faced by the FSP case-
load. Consequently, the survey data can be used to
create a national profile of FSP claims collection
activities,

The District of Columbia, Guam, and the Virgin Islands
were not included in the local FSA survey sample because
most of their claims collection activities are
centralized in the "state'-level FSA} interviews with
local FSAs were not expected to provide more information
than that which had been gathered in the census.

The survey interview was attempted with the sample of
187 local agencies, and was administered successfully to
171. Sixteen local offices in 8 states were unable to
respond, generally because of staff and/or resource
constraints. Although such nonresponse was not a
problem in most states, none of the selected sample

ﬁ/While Maine was considered a state which exhibits
substantial variation at the local level, the relatively
small size of its FSP caseload and the small number of 1its
local FSAs made it necessary to select only 2 sample sites
in that state. For states with a mix of state and local
responsibility for various claims collection activities, 2
sites were selected in states that operate more centralized
claims systems (or where the census data were believed to be
relatively complete), and 5 sites were selected in states
that operate less centralized systems (or where the census
data were relatively incomplete).
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sites in Connecticut and Idaho could participate in the
study; thus, no local data are available for either
state,

The lack of data on local agency claims collection
activities in Connecticut does not hamper developing
that state's descriptive profile, because the census
data were relatively complete and indicated substantial
state-level responsibility. However, in Idaho, census
respondents reported a wide mix of state and local
responsibility. The lack of survey data to confirm and
supplement the census data in Idaho means that only an
incomplete descriptive profile is available for that

state.
Data The FSPOS project included two separate data collection
Collection efforts, which required separate approaches for
Instruments developing the census and survey data collection

instruments. Telephone interview census instruments
were developed after an extensive review of the data
already available from FNS files, earlier research, and
state reports to FNS. The census instrument questions
were written to elicit codable structured responses,
either binary (yes/no) answers or prerecorded answer
categories. Open-ended questions were rare, and answers
to them were used primarily to interpret responses to
other questions as necessary. Skip patterns were
included in the census instrument so that only questions
relevant to the particular agency were asked.5/

Following the preparation of the census instrument
drafts and their review by FNS, pretests of the instru-
ments were administered to three state agencies in all
six of the operations areas covered by the FSPOS
census.6/ Based on these pretests, substantial changes
were made to the instruments to improve their clarity
and completeness.

E[The;gkgima collection cengus instrument is attached as
.Appendix D, and the Type B survey instrument as Appendix

E. The Type B instrument is representative of all 3 survey
instruments, because it encompassed all of the questions
that appeared in the other 2 survey instruments.

é/The help of agency staff in the pretest states
(Connecticut, Tennessee, and Texas) was very valuable and is
gratefully acknowledged.
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The local FSA survey instruments were developed largely
on the basis of the census data and data collection
experiences. With the census data, states' claims
collection systems were classified as one of three
organizational types--predominantly state-operated, with
little local variation (Type A); a combination of
local-, district-, and/or state-level responsibilities
(Type B); or primarily locally operated (Type C). Since
the extent to which the census-based descriptive
profiles were complete varied by organizational type,
the interviews that were conducted with local FSAs in
states of each type required separate survey
instruments, each with its own specific focus.

In Type A states, the census data were sufficient to
prepare descriptive profiles of their claims collection
operations. The survey instrument for those states was
written to gather limited data for confirming certain
organizational and managerial aspects of their systems
that were uncovered in the census. The Type A
instrument was a shorter version of the census
instrument, modified to include local references.

Because the census data from Type B states indicated
varying combinations of local, district, and state
responsibilities for claims collection activities, the
survey instrument for those states included both modules
that all local FSAs were required to angwer and modules
that local FSAs without sufficient census information
had the option of answering in order to complete the
descriptive profiles of the states. The required
modules were the same general organizational and
management modules that comprised the entire Type A
instrument. The optional modules were comparable to the
remaining modules in the census instrument, modified to
include local references, and were administered to a
local agency if the local agency was responsible for a
stage of the claims collection process.

In Type C states, where claims collection activities are
operated primarily at the local level, the required
modules in the survey instrument included all of the
required and optional modules in the Type A and Type B
instruments.

Interviewing methods in the census and survey data
collection efforts were quite similar. Census interview
respondents were nominated by state FSP directors or
their delegates in preliminary telephone discussions
with senior FSPOS research staff. In many instances,
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multiple respondents were suggested, most often a senior
staff member involved in developing policy and proce-
dures and a staff member involved in preventing and/or
detecting fraud and abuse. In some cases, the FSP
director was one of the respondents. Copies of the
census instrument and letters that explained the purpose
of the FSPOS were mailed to the interview delegates in
all 53 jurisdictions, in the expectation that advance
notice and a review of the instrument would facilitate
administering the actual interview. However, even with
advance preparation and where multiple respondents were
suggested, interviewers often encountered situations in
which the respondents suggested other agency staff as
the best sources of answers to specific questions;
interviewers then contacted these other staff. Of the
51 census interviews completed, approximately 33
entailed contacting additional respondents. Claims
collection census interviews generally lasted about two
hours overall.

Preparation for the local survey interviews included
several steps. The first step was to send a letter to
state agency directors to advise them of the timing and
purpose of the FSPOS survey and to request their
assistance in naming the appropriate liaisons with the
187 selected local agencies. Executive interviewer
staff followed up on the letters by telephoning the
state agencies to obtain the names of the local agency
directors or other designated respondents.7?/

Letters and the appropriate survey instruments were then
forwarded to the local agencies. After allowing time
for the local offices to receive the interview package,
the FSPOS executive interviewers called the designated
officials for the names of the staffpersons nominated to
respond to the instrument. The nominees included claims
supervisors, casework specialists and program techni-
cians, directors of income maintenance programs, and
local agency administrators. As was true for the census
interview, multiple respondents were often named for the
claims collection survey interview, and similar addi-
tional contacts beyond the ‘initial suggestions were
often necessary. The length of the survey interviews

l/In a few cases, the state agency official suggested that
certain selected agencies be released from the study sample
and replaced with other local agencies with comparable
caseload sizes.
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varied--Type A interviews generally lasted about 40
minutes, Type B interviews about 60 minutes, and Type C
interviews about 80 minutes.

Although the claims collection census and survey
instruments consisted almost entirely of structured-
response questions, the interviewing method entailed in-
depth discussions of the questions and nondirective
probes to clarify responses. This process was necessary
because of the complexity and variety of state and local
operations and the consequent difficulty in establishing
consistent interpretations of terminologies among
interviewers and between interviewers and respondents.
The difficulty with consistent terminology was an even
greater problem in the survey than in the census. For
example, the names of units or the job titles of staff
who appeared to be performing similar functions in
different offices showed little uniformity. To help
ensure consistency, the census/survey coordinator and
the senior project researcher who was assigned to the
claims collection topic reviewed every completed
interview. The reviews uncovered apparent inconsis-
tencies among interview responses, and identified
answers which, based on other information provided,
appeared to reflect interpretations of interview
terminologies that departed from the intent of the
interviews. As the interviews proceeded, these reviews
algso identified the necessity for clarifying the intent
of specific questions and their interpretations further
within the context of particular system characteristics.

Based on these reviews, three steps were taken. First,
"question clarification" statements were prepared and
distributed to interviewers to guide them in the further
administration of particular interview questions.
Second, interviewers called respondents back to clarify
or confirm responses and to probe further to resolve
what appeared from the interviewers' perspective to be
inconsistencies. Call-backs were made for this purpose
to almost every responding state FSA and the majority of
the local FSAs. Finally, several additions were made to
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the set of coded question responses defined in advance
of the interviews.8/

In addition to the telephone data collection activities
described above, the census phase of the FSPOS entailed
collecting background materials from state agencies.
State agencies were asked to provide a variety of
materials: application, recertification, and monthly
reporting forms, computer input forms and worksheets,
procedures and policy manual sections pertinent to each
operations area, and any existing statistical or
management reports that could supply data in response to
some of the more complex census interview questions.
Although the request for these materials prior to the
census interviews was intended to solicit only existing
data, forms, and reports, it is clear that many agencies
devoted substantial efforts to assembling the materials.

The materials provided by the state agencies formed an
important contextual background for an analysis of the
census and survey interview questions. In some cases,
the data available in these materials provided responses
to specific interview questions, which saved time in the
interviews. In other instances, where the complexity or
subtlety of the procedures or systems of a state or
local office could not be captured completely in the
structured interview responses, the background materials
were used to ensure that the interview responses were
interpreted correctly.

C. SCOPE OF REPORTED RESULTS

The claims collection census and survey interviews were
designed to provide consistent, systematic profiles of
the state and local systems examined, and to present the
collected data in a structured form that facilitated

drawing comparisons among claims collection processes

along commonly defined dimensions. The instrument
design process emphasized developing carefully worded

2'Specifically, codes weré added to identify specific units
to identify the characteristics of the cases which had an
impact on how the case was handled in the claims process
(e.g., Questions 5.13, 5.20, and 5.25 in the census
instrument and Questions 5.10, 5.20, and 5.25 in the Type B
survey instrument).

11
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questions that could solicit structured, codable
responses. Although this approach makes it possible to
compare systems and summarize gystem features, it also
imposes certain inevitable weaknesses on the capacity of
the instrument to capture detail and subtle differences
among systems. Using an interview format that consists
of more open-ended questions, and reporting on the
salient features of each system in descriptive text,
would provide more detail and clarity on each

approach. However, this interview method was rejected,
because it would likely have complicated the process of
compiling summary information and comparing systems.

The results presented in this report are based on the
classification of claims collection process
characteristics according to the distinctions formulated
in the interview questions and response codes. Given
the format of the interviews, many questions elicited
responses that did not correspond directly to response
codes. Interviewers took notes during the interview to
capture the content of such responses. It was then the
job of the interviewer (often in consultation with the
researchers who were working on this topic) to interpret
the response and record an answer.

This process necessitated that interviewers take three
types of actions: (1) interpreting the intent of the
question when the response raised questions about
distinctions not explicitly included in the question
wording or response codes, and not yet covered in
interviewer training; (2) selecting an appropriate
regsponse code based on the clarified sense of the
question} and, in a number of instances, (3) adding code
values to the codes originally defined, to capture
important distinctions. The net effect of this process
was to conceal some differences among systems or
peculiarities of particular systems for the sake of
describing all of the systems in comparable terms.

The census and survey data collection efforts were
relatively successful in meeting the two primary goals
of the FSPOS project--to develop descriptive profiles of
the states' claims collection operations, and to
construct a nationally representative picture of the
claims collection process. However, it is important to
bear in mind that, because the survey sample within each
state was small, the survey results do not consistute
statistically representative estimates within the
states. Consequently, the local data can only indicate
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the extent of variation in the state and do not
necessarily reflect all of the local variation.

The survey results are used in different ways for the 3
groups of states:

o For the 19 states whose claims collection activities
are largely state-operated, the census data provide
relatively complete descriptive profiles; the survey
data from the Type A data collection instrument are
used to confirm these profiles.

o For the 14 states in which a limited range of claims
functions are performed at the local level, the
survey data from the Type B instrument are used to
fill in the gaps of our census-based knowledge of the
states' systems.,

o For the 20 states in which claims collection is
primarily a local function, the survey data from the
Type C instrument are used to provide most of the
states' descriptive profiles.

In states in which a great deal of variation exists
across the local agencies in terms of how the claims
collection process is organized and/or operated, state
FSA census respondents were asked to provide information
on the claims collection process as it applies to the
majority of their caseload. Given the small survey
sample within each state, census and survey data may
appear inconsistent in some instances where a particular
local office may differ from the characteristics
reported in the census for the majority of the caseload.

In preparing the states' descriptive profiles, the
survey data gathered from local offices on actual local
office claims processes were compared with the available
census data. Where census data indicated the presence
of or responsibility for & particular function in the
local agencies but the survey data did not, the census
data were used as the basis for the descriptive profile
as they were more representative of the entire state.

In those states in which census data indicated the
absence of a particular feature or responsibility in the
majority of its local offices, but survey data indicated
otherwise, the survey data were used to create more
indepth profiles of the claims process within the
states.

13
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Because the nationally representative overview of the
claims collection process is based on the local FSA
survey data, the lack of local data for 16 sample sites
also potentially influences the national numbers by
introducing a small degree of nonresponse bias into the
analysis. (The unavailability of data for the 16 local
FSAs represents less than 1 percent of the caseload to
be examined in developing the national overview.)

In addition to the information necessary for developing
a descriptive profile of state claims collection systems
and constructing a national picture of the claims
collection process, the census and survey attempted to
draw a very limited characterization of the effec-
tiveness of the various processes of the claims

system. An analysis of the effectiveness of the claims
system requires information on the flow of cases through
the claims process, since actions taken at each stage of
the process are conditioned upon the actions taken at
the previous stage of the process. In other words, the
effectiveness with which the state or local FSA collects
on claims is a function of the success with which the
state establishes claims, which in turn is a function of
the state's ability to detect overissuances. No state
FSAs maintained the data necessary for examining these
conditional measures of effectiveness, and local FSAs
were even less likely to have such data available.

Thus, the analysis of the effectiveness of the claims
collection process will rely on some very rough
professional estimates by the states and on existing
administrative data from Form FNS-209. While not useful
for developing the conditional measures of
effectiveness, Form FNS-209 data do permit developing
very rough proxies of effectiveness,

D. ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The remainder of this report consists of three
chapters. Chapter II provides a brief overview of the
functions involved in the claims collection process and
presents the descriptive data collected in the claims
collection census and survey, with tables and accom-
panying text to summarize the census and survey results
according to major topics. Chapter III describes the
types of systems that can be distinguished from the
census and survey results and classifies the states'
claims collection processes according to this typo-
logy. In addition, it examines the relative effec-
tiveness of the states' claims collection processes
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based on state-level data. Chapter IV provides a
nationally representative overview of the claims
collection process, and outlines areas for possible
further assessment under the FSPOS Phase III.

15
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II. DESCRIPTIVE PROFILE OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION
PROCESS

Overissuance occurs when food stamps are provided to
ineligible households or when eligible households
receive benefits that are greater than the amount
allowed under program regulations. The client and the
FSA share responsibility for determining the household's
food stamp eligibility and benefit level. The client is
required to provide the information that enables the
agency to determine the household's need. The agency is
required to process that information in a correct and
timely manner. When an agency determines that a
household has received food stamps to which it was not
entitled, the state is mandated by law and regulations
to establish a claim against and to collect the
overissuance from that household.

In practice, the operation and administration of the
claims collection processes implemented by the state and
local FSAs exhibit a great deal of diversity. This
chapter provides a general overview of the functions
involved in collecting claims and a detailed profile of
the claims collection processes used by the state and
local FSAs.1/ The detailed profile consists of nine
areas:

l. The organization of the claims collection process
2. The automated processes used to collect claims

3. The management of the claims collection process

4. The detection of overissuances

5. The investigation of overissuances

6. The establishment of claims

Ungrate" is used here to refer to the 50 states for which data are
available, and the District of Columbia, Guam, and the Virgin Islands.
"Local FSA" is used to refer to the 171 local offices for which data are
Local agencies in-Idaho and Connecticut-did not respond to the
survey, -while:local .agencies in the District of Columbia, Guam, and the
Virgin .Islands -were not included in-the surveéy because ‘their claims
collection activities are centralized in the state-level FSA.

available,

17
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The collection of payments on claims
The suspension and termination of claims

The effectiveness of the claims collection process

OVERVIEW OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

In organizing this descriptive profile of the claims
collection process, we have identified six steps or
stages of the claims collection process:2/

1.

Claims referral

Claims investigation

Claims establishment

Claims collection

Follow-up activities on delinquent claims

Claims suspension and termination

While the approaches used at each stage of the claims
process vary among and within states, a general claims
collection process prevails, Figure II.1 shows the
general structure of the claims collection process.

The claims collection process begins with the discovery
that a household has received food stamps for which it
is not entitled. Following the discovery of the over-
igsuance, the FSA must, in most circumstances, take

E/These six stages do not necessarily correspond to the structure
of the claims collection process in a particular state or local FSA. For
example, in some state and local offices, the claims referral and
investigation stages constitute a single process. However, in order to
provide a consistent description of the systems, we use this six-stage
definition of the claims process for all states and local FSAs.

18
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action to set up a claim against the household.3/ This
stage of the claims process--the discovery of the
overissuance and the formal steps taken to initiate the
claims process--is labelled "claims referral."

Following the claims referral stage, the nature of the
error that led to the overissuance must be determined
(i.e., administrative error, inadvertent household
error, or intentional program violation)j the amount of
the overissuance must be calculated; and any inquiry
into the circumstances of the overissuance must be
performed. This stage is referred to as "claims
investigation." In this stage, a distinction is made
between nonfraud cases (i.e., claims due to
administrative errors or inadvertent household errors)
and suspected fraud cases (i.e., claims believed to be
due to intentional program violations); claims are
generally investigated more thoroughly for cases of
suspected fraud.

The third stage of the claims process--claims
establishment--is different for cases of nonfraud error
and cases of suspected fraud.

For nonfraud errors, establishing the claim entails
deciding whether or not to initiate collection actions,
and, if so, notifying the household by a letter of
demand explaining the amount and circumstances of the
claim. If the household chooses to appeal after being
notified of the claim, a fair hearing is also

required. The decision to initiate collection action or
not depends on the size of the claim, whether it can be
collected by reducing the household's food stamp
allotment, and whether the household can be located.
Collection actions will be initiated for all claims of
$35 or more. For claims of less than $35, collection
actions are initiated only if the overissuance is due to
a household error and the household is currently
participating in the Food Stamp Program (so that the
claim can be collected by reducing the household's food
stamp allotment). If the state or local office has

E/No claim is required if the overissuance occurred because (1) the

FSA failed to ensure that the household signed the application form,
completed a work registration form, or was certified in the correct project
area; or (2) the household transacted an expired (but unaltered)
Authorization to Participate (ATP) card.

20
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documentation that the household cannot be located, the
collection of the claim, regardless of its size, will
not be initiated.

Establishing a claim for an overissuance from suspected
fraud entails different procedures, as indicated in
Figure II.l. The amount of the claim for an intentional
program violation is calculated as the amount overissued
from the time of the violation until its discovery, up
to a maximum period of six years. Until fraud has been
established, the claim for the amount of overissuance in
the 12 months prior to the discovery of the error can be
processed as an inadvertent household error. Fraud can
be determined through an administrative disqualification
hearing, a waiver of the hearing by the household
member, the judicial system, or a disqualification
consent agreement.

After fraud has been established, the guilty household
member is disqualified from the program, and the state
initiates collection actions against the individual's
household for the entire amount of the claim.4/ As with
nonfraud claims, the household receives a demand letter
specifying the nature of the claim and outlining the
possible methods for repayment.

The fourth stage of the claims-process involves the
collection of payments on the claim. The household can
pay the claim or make arrangements to pay by any one (or
a combination) of three methods: 1lump sum, install-
ments, or & reduction in the food stamp allotment. If
the household fails to pay (or to continue to make
payments on) the claim, the FSA is required to take one
of the following actions:

o For current program participants, the FSA must reduce
the food stamp allotment when a household error is
involved (whether intentional or unintentional).

o When an adminigtrative srror is involved or the
‘household is no longer participating, the FSA must
. continue to send demand letters until the household
‘pays or agrees to pay, until the criteria for

ﬁlln cases where fraud is established through judicial proceedings,
the collection actions of the state or local FSA may be determined by those
proceedings.
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suspending the claim are satisfied, or until the FSA
initiates other collection actions of its choice.

The collection stage of the claims process includes
procedures for setting up the claim for repayment, the
use of demand letters, and procedures for tracking
claims payments and recoupment amounts.

The fifth stage of the claims process consists of the
follow-up activities that are used to pursue payment on
delinquent claims., This stage entails identifying
delinquent claims and using alternative collection
methods to collect on the claim, such as wage
garnishment and tax refund intercepts.

The final stage of the claims process covers the
suspension and termination of the claim. This stage
entails identifying claims which are eligible for
suspension and termination and initiating the processes
by which those actions are taken. A claim can be sus-
pended following the mailing of the required demand
letter(s) if:

o The FSA has documentation that the household cannot
be located, or

o the cost of further collection activities is likely
to exceed the amount which can be recovered.

A claim can be terminated after it has been held in
suspension for three years.

Despite the general uniformity of the claims process as
stated in the regulations, the arganization of the
process varies significantly across and within states.
In many state and local offices, a central claims
processing unit handles part or all of the
investigation, establishment, and collection procedures
following the claims referral.5/ In other states,
particularly those whose programs are state-supervised
and county-administered, all of the components of claims
processing are handled within each local office.

E/In a number of state and local FSAs, the centralized claims

office handles claims for several assistance programs (e.g., food stamps,
AFDC, Medicaid, and General Assistance).

22



Table of Contents

B. ORGANIZATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

As shown in Table II.l, the organization of the claims
collection process across the states ranges from very
centralized systems, in which all the activities
following the referral of the overissuance are under
state-level jurisdiction, to arrangements which involve
only the local or county FSA., Not surprisingly, the
states that operate state-supervised, county-adminis-
tered programs tend to have the more decentralized
claims collection processes, However, a substantial
proportion of those states, like the majority of states
in general, have mixed levels of responsibility for
operating the claims collection process, with the later
stages of the process (that is, collection, follow-up
activities on delinquent claims, and suspension and
termination of claims) becoming increasingly
centralized.

In addition, the activities of the claims process are
frequently centralized through specialized staff or
units. As shown in Table II.2, specialized staff are
used at some level in each of the states and, for those
states whose claims collection process varies across
counties, within a substantial proportion of counties
within the states. These specialized staff consist of
two basic types—-claims/collections,staff or units, and
fraud/investigations staff or units.6/ However, the
exact nature of these staff and the functions which they
perform are quite diverse. In some states, the
specialized claims staff simply help the caseworker
investigate and establish the claim (e.g., Illinois) or
handle only the collection of payments and the follow-up
activities on delinquent claims (e.g., New Mexico and
Utah). In other states, the specialized claims staff
takes full responsibility for the entire claims process

Q/Note that the terminologies used here--"claims/collections unit"
and "fraud/investigations unit"--are not always consistent with the claims
collection arrangements within a state or local FSA. For consistency in
describing the claims systems, any specialized unit which focuses on both
nonfraud and fraud cases, at any stage of the claims collection process,
the report refers to a claims/collections unit. Specialized units which
focus primarily on investigating suspected fraud and/or establishing fraud
claims are referred to as fraud/investigations units.
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TABLE 1.1

LEVEL OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR
OPERATING THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Number of States

State- State-Supervised/
Administered County-Administered
Characteristic Program Program Total
Organization of
Food Stamp Program 37 14 51
Level of
Responsibility
for the Claims
Collection Process
Foliowing Claims Referrai®:
Local/county only 0 6 6
Local/county and 32 8 40

district/region
and/or state

District/region 5 0 5
and/or state only

Leve! of
Responsibility
for the Claims
Collection Process
Following Claims Esfablishmenfb:
Local/county only 1 7 8
Local/county and 13 6 19
district/region
and/or state
District/region 23 1 24
and/or state only

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.1 contains the detailed information for each of the
51 states and 171 local FSAs.

NOTE : Because the primary purpose of the local FSA survey was to complete
the descriptive profiles of the states rather than replace the state
FSA census data, this table is based on the census data only,

anages of the claims collection process following claims referral include
investigation, establishment, coliection, follow-up on delinquent claims, and
suspension/termination.

beages of the claims collection process following claims establishment include
follow-up activities on delinquent claims, collection, and
suspension/termination.
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USE OF SPECIALIZED STAFF IN THE
CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

TABLE 11.2

Table of Contents

Number of States

Claims/Collections

Fraud/investigation

Characteristic Staff or Unit Staff or Unit Total
Special ized
Staff 43 41 51
Level of Operation
Local /county 23 13 25
District/region 7 5 10
State 32 29 40
SOURCE: Appendix Table A.! contains the detailed information for each of

NOTE:

the 51 states and 171 local FSAs.

This table is based on the census data only.

Some states have

specialized staff at more than one level of operation, so the
numbers do not always add to the number of states with special

units.
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following referral (e.g., Colorado and New Hampshire).
Similarly, the specialized fraud/investigations staff
may provide assistance to the caseworker in especially
difficult cases of suspected fraud (e.g., Alabama,
Hawaii, and Wisconsin) or may handle all of the
investigation, establishment, and collection activities
for fraud claims (e.g., Alaska and Florida). These
specialized staff may consist of workers with
specialized functions within the local office or may be
a separate unit of specialized staff at the local,
district, and/or state level. The exact functions
performed by each state's specialized staff will be
explored in later sections which discuss the six stages
of the claims collection process.

An additional dimension along which the organization of
the states' claims collection processes varies is the
degree to which the process is integrated with the
claims collection processes for other programs. High
levels of integration would suggest a reduction in the
administrative costs of the food stamp claims process
and the more efficient detection of overissuances (given
the information available through the other

programs).7/ As shown in Table II.3, only 2 of the 53
states do not integrate the food stamp claims collection
process with the claims collection processes of other

Z/High levels of integration may also create problems in terms of

how recovered funds are allocated appropriately to the proper programs when
a household has an outstanding claim in more than one program.
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TABLE 11.3

SUMMARY OF THE INTEGRATION OF THE FOOD STAMP CLAINS

COLLECTION PROCESS WITH THE CLAIMS COLLECTION
PROCESSES OF OTHER PROGRAMS

Table of Contents

Nusber of States with
State-Only Integration

Number of States with
State and Local Integration

Number of States (Local FSAs®) with

Local-Only Integration

Number of States with
No Integration

General General General
Characterfistic AFDC _Medicaid Assistance AFOC _ Medicaid _Assistance AFDC  Medicaid  Assistance Total
Integrated
Food Stasp Clates
Collecttm:ffm‘uns 6 4 3 40 35 27 §(13) 3(5) 2(2) 2
Stage of Ch'ills Co"ection
Process
Referrl‘!‘ ; ] 3 2 7 30 a3 5{11) 3s) 2(2) --
Investigations 6 4 3 40 34 27 s(11) S) 2(2) --
Establishment s 3 2 36 28 2 5(8) 3(4) 1{1) .-
Collections £ 3 2 37 27 2 5(8) 1(2) 0(0) --
Follow-wp for
del !ﬁmt clains 4 3 2 35 26 22 3(6) 2(2) 1{(1) .-
Swwlﬁiwuuinﬂm 4 3 2 33 25 2 3(6) 2(2) 1{1) .-

SOURCE : Awu: Jable A.2 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 lotal FShs,

NOTE: In order to include in this table the IZ smaus for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in states without
local variation), Appendix Table A} uils nud as a basis for the initial placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final placement depended on

the available data for that state in Mml\diu l&le A.2.

rhe base number of Tocal FSAs in this category ‘is 23.
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programs.8/ Of the 51 states which have some type of
integration, 5 are integrated at the state level only, 5
are integrated at the local level only, and 41 are
integrated at both the state and local FSA levels. In
all cases where integration does exist, the food stamp
claims collection process is integrated with the AFDC
claims collection process. In addition, for the
majority of cases, the food stamps claims process is
also integrated with the claims processes of Medicaid
and General Assistance. The degree of integration tends
to be greatest at the earlier stages of the claims
process, declining in the period following the investi-
gation stage of the process. The pattern of integration
across the stages of the claims collection process is
quite similar for states that have state-only, state and
local, or local-only integration. The movement toward a
separate process for some or all of the later stages of
food stamp claims collections can be attributed to the
different regulations that govern collections procedures
and subsequent activities for the programs (e.g., rules
for repayment options and recoupment, and requirements
for demand letters).

§/The tables in Chapter II summarize data from the detailed tables
of Appendix A into 4 state groupings for comparison purposes: (1) data on
states in which the characteristic being described is reported to be the
sole responsibility of the state~level FSA; (2) data on states in which the
characteristic being described is reported to be the shared responsibility
of state- and local-level FSAsj; (3) data for states in which the
characteristic being described is reported to be the sole responsibility of
local-level FSAs; and (4) data on states in which the characteristic is
reported to be nonexistent at the state or local level. In group (3)--
shared state and local responsibility--the number of states represented by
the local FSAs with the described characteristic, the number of local FSAs
within those states with the described characteristic, and the total number
of local FSAs interviewed within those states, are presented in the
tables. For example, under the third major column heading of Table II.3,
the number of states in which the food stamp and AFDC claims collection
process is integrated only at the local level is 53 13 of the local FSAs
interviewed within those 5 states have an integrated food stamp and AFDC
claims collection process. As noted in the footnote to the table, a total
of 23 local FSAs were interviewed in those states.
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C. AUTOMATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

The use of automated systems for calculating
overissuance and recoupment amounts, monitoring the
status of claims, and maintaining an account of claims
payments is one factor that can contribute to an effec-
tive and efficient claims collection system.9/ Although
the majority of the states (51 of 53) have automated
claims collection processes at the state and/or local
level (with local FSAs frequently augmenting the state
automated systems with additional automated processes),
the functions performed by the state and local automated
systems vary considerably between the two levels (see
Table II.4).10/ Most state-local and local-only systems
include a history of the household's claim payments,
although 7 states track recoupment payments but not
other types of payments.

2/Identifying automated claims collection systems within the local
FSAs that truly augment a state's automated claims system was frequently a
difficult task. Since the local offices did not generally distinguish
between state and local components of an gutomated systems, survey
respondents frequently were not able to identify local-level functions., In
those cases, information provided by the respondent on all the automated
claims collection functions performed in the local office was recorded.
Consequently, a function that is performed by a local automated claims
process can be identified as such only if the local office reports that a
function is automated despite the fact that the state office reports that
there is no automation of any kind or that the particular function is not
automated at the state level.

In addition, census data on automated certification systems (one of the
other topic areas covered in the census) and on automated claims collection
operations were compared with survey data on claims collection, and
revealed variations in the reported levels. and extent of automated systems
in both state and local FSAs. These variations are likely to reflect
differences among respondents to the claims collection and the automated
certification system census and Survéy instruments in terms of their
knowledge of the cepsbllxtles of the autémated systems.

10fA new computer system 1nstalled by the Idaho FSA in November
1986 may include some automated claims collection components.
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TABLE 11.4

FUNCTIONS PERFORMED 8Y THE AUTOMATED
CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS
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Number of States with Number of States with Number of States (Local FSAs?) with Nusber of States with
Characteristic State-Only Automation State and Local Automation Local-Only Automation No_Aut omat fon
Automated Claims Process 6 41 4(9) 2
Functions Performed by the Automated System
Calculation of overissuance amount 1 7 1(1) --
Calculation of recoupment asount 4 27 2(3) --
Deduction of recoupsent amount from issuance 5 R 47) --
Generat fon of demand letters k] 19 0(0) --
Maintenance of history of:
Case actions 1 30 4(5) --
A1l actions 1 23 3(4) --
Most recent actions only 1 ? 1(1) --
Recoupment 4 38 «7) --
Other claims payments 3 13 3(5) -~
Claim suspensions 3 X0 3(4) --
SOURCE: Appendix Table A.3 contains the detailed information for each of the S1 states and 171 local FSAs,
NOTE: In order to include in this table the states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in states without local

variation), Appendix Table A.1 was used as a basis for the initial placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final placement depended on the

available data for that state in Appendix Tabie A.3.

2The base nusber of loca) FSAs in this category is 15.
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For the 6 state-only automated systems, maintaining a
history of the claims payments is a less frequently used
function; 4 of those systems track recoupment
payments.1l/

Maintaining an automated history of the dates of actions
taken on overissuances and ¢laims is a less frequently
used function, particularly for the state-local and
state-level only automated systems. In contrast, all
states that are automated only at the local level
maintain some type of automated history of case

actions. For those automated systems that do maintain
histories of case actions, evaluations of the
effectiveness and/or timeliness with which the claims
collection process operates can be performed.

Much less frequent than automated histories of claim
payments or case actions is the ability of the automated
system to generate demand letters. Less than one-half
of the state-only and state~local automated systems have
the capacity to generate demand letters automatically at
the appropriate time intervals. For the 4 local-only
automated systems, none of the systems is capable of
generating demand letters.

Most of the automated systems appear to be fairly well
suited to the mechanical functions of calculating the
amount of the recoupment and deducting that amount from
the household's food stamp issuance. However, few of
the systems have the capacity to calculate the amount of
the overissuance itself. Only 9 of the 53 states have

ll/The automated claims collection system in Kentucky maintains a
case history only for claims payments through methods other than

recoupment.
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automated systems that are capable of calculating the
overissuance amount.l2/

In 4 of the 6 states in which census respondents
reported that the claims process is manual, many of the
local survey respondents reported that some level of
claims automation is available. The use of automated
systems in these local offices, but not in the state
offices, is consistent with the decentralization of the
claims process in those states.

D. MANAGEMENT OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

The claims collection process, while administered by the
state FSAs, often involves a variety of local, district,
and state agencies and specialized staff or units. The
ability of the FSAs to manage the process effectively
across these groups depends on a number of factors.

This section discusses several managerial methods which
may contribute to the effectiveness of the state's
claims collection process. These managerial methods,
which do not constitute a definitive list of the factors
which may influence the effectiveness of claims
collection, are as follows: the use of internal
reports, the use and content of staff training, the
availability of manuals on the policies and procedures
of the claims process, the use of time limits to control
the processing of overissuances and claims, and methods

iglAs noted previously, census data collected on automated food
stamp certification systems (ACSs) and automated claims collection
processes vary in terms of some components of the states' automated
systems. Questions in the census instruments did not ask respondents to
differentiate between functions performed by a state's ACS and automated
claims systemj} however, the data would suggest that the distinction was

made in some cases.

Census claims respondents in 10 states, for example,

report that the systems do not automatically deduct the recoupment amount,
while census ACS respondents report that the ACS in 5 of those states do
have that capability.
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used to monitor individual cases within the claims
collection process.13/

Internal Forty-eight of the 53 states use routine summary reports
Reports (other than Form FNS-209) to assess how well the

claims collection process is working and/or to effect a
method for communicating among the various units
involved in the process (see Table II.5). In 8 states,
the summary reports are produced only at the state
level, while in 5 states only the local agencies produce
the reports. In the remaining 35 states, both state and
local units help produce the summary reports.

The stages of the claims collection process covered by
the reports vary considerably. The reports in only 13
states cover all six stages for fraud and/or nonfraud
overissuances and claims, while in the remaining states
virtually all cover the collection of claims payments in
the summary reports. Less frequently covered are claims
establishment, the processing of delinquent claims, and
claims suspension and termination.

Routine reports on the status of individual
overissuances or claims cases are a less frequently used
managerial tool within the claims collection process.

As reported in Table II.6, routine status reports are
not used at all in 14 states. Of the remaining 39
states, l4 use routine status reports at the state level
only, 18 produce both state-and local status reports,
and 7 produce only local-level status reports. These
reports most frequently consider the status of estab-
lished a~d delinquent claimsj the status of claims
referra’ 1is included in the reports in only 20 states.

In states which produce the summary reports and/or
Status reports at the state level only, the reports tend
to be distributed more widely at the state and/or
district level than at the local level, as shown in
Table II.7. Similarly, in states where only the local

13/0ne managerial method that was not considered in this report,
but which may influence the effectiveness of the claims process, is the
direct supervision of claims collection personnel. For example, the Nevada
FSA relies heavily on a system of supervisory case reviews and the
accountability of eligibility claims workers for all actions on a case.
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TABLE 11.5

STAGES OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS
COVERED BY ROUTINE SUMMARY REPORTS

Nuaber of States with Number of States with Number of States (lLocal FSAs‘) with Number of States with
‘fi Characteristic State-Only Susmary Reports State and Local Summary Reports Local-Only Suamary Reports No Summary Reports
Preparat fon of Routine Susmary Reports 8 35 5(15) s
Stage of Claims Collection
Process Covered by the Reports
Referral S 19 5(8) -
| Investigation 5 16 5(7) --
| Establishment 8 27 5(10) --
| Collections 8 k?] 4(12) --
| Delinquent claims 5 23 5(7) -
| Suspens ion/terminat fon S 23 5(9) -
All six stages 2 7 4(2) --

SOURCE: Appendix Table A. 4 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local FSAs.
MNOTE : In order to include in this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in states without
local variation), Appendix Table A.1 was used as a basis for the initial placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final placement depended on

the available data for that state in Appendix Table A.4,

3The base nusber of local FSAs in this category is 20.
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TABLE 11.6

STAGES OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTIOM PROCESS
COVERED 8Y ROUTINE REPORTS ON THE
STATUS OF INDIVIDUAL CASES

Nusber of States with Number of States with Number of States (Local FSAs®) with Number of States with
Characteristic ' State-Only Status Reports State and Local Status Reports Local-Only Status Reports No Status Reports
Preparation of thing Status Reports 14 18 7{10) 14
Stage of CYaims Collection
Process Covered by the Reports ey
Reférral 11 8 1(3) -
"Establ ishient 14 18 6(9) -
De¥inquent clains 10 15 5(7) --

SOURCE: Appendix Table A. 4 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local FSAs.
NOTE : In order to imclude in this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or guestions not asked of locals in states
without loca) variation), Appendix Table A, 1 was used as a basis for the initia) placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final

placesent depended on the available data for that state in Appendix Table A.4.

%The base susber of local FSAs in this category is 29.
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TABLE 11.7

GENERAL DISTRIBUTION OF ROUTIMNE SUMMARY AND STATUS REPORTS

Nusber of States (Local FSAs?) with Number of States with
Local-Only Summary Reports No Summary Reports

9t

Number of States with
State-Only Summsary Reports

Number of States with
State and Local Summary Reports

Level of Operation 5
Local/county 22 §(13) --

District/region 2 6 (1) -- [

State 8 32 3(4) -- |

!

All Jevels 8 35 5(15) -- :

Number of States with
State-Only Status Reports

Number of States with
State and Local Status Reports

Number of States {Local FSAsb) with
Local-Only Status Reports

Number of States with
Mo Status Reports

Level of Operation 14
Local/county 7 12 1(10) -- |
District/region 4 3 0(0) .-
State 11 13 1(1) --
All Jevels 14 18 7(10) --
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agencies produce the reports, the reports are distri-
buted primarily within the local agency itself.

Not surprisingly, when both the state and local agencies
help produce reports, the reports tend to be distributed
across both state and local offices.

In 51 states, the state and/or local FSA provides staff
training specifically on the claims collection process
(see Table II.8). Of those states, 5 have local-level
training only. Among the 5 states with only local-level
training and the 2 states with neither state nor local
training, the following were among the reasons given by
state FSAs for not providing training: (1) eligibility
determination~-not collecting on claims--is the agency's
first priority; (2) funding cuts have reduced the
agency's ability to provide training; (3) the workers
"learn by doing" in the area of claims collections; and
(4) the claims workers tend to be experienced ex-
caseworkers who require little training. Of the states
with state and/or local training, almost all offer
training for new hires and either schedule refresher
training for existing staff or retrain existing staff as
it becomes necessary (e.g., following a rule change).l4/

For states with state-only or state-local training, the
training tends to concentrate on two areas--improving
the detection of overissuances and increasing the
worker's understanding of the rules, regulations, and
procedures of the claims collection process (including
how to use the state's automated claims system
effectively, if it has one). Less common ' is training
which focuses on methods for preventing overissuances,
investigating overissuances, and obtaining collections
on claims. In contrast, when training is solely a
local-level function, the training tends to cover all of

the areas considered in Table IL.8.

Written manuals which provide detailed information on
-the policies and procedures of the claims process are
‘available-te st4aff in all but 4 states and nearly all

local FSAs within all the states (see Appendix Table
A.5). 1In addition, in those states that do not provide
claims-specific manuals, the states' issuance manuals do

lﬁ/Alabama and Kansas limit the training in claims collection to
existing staff, since new hires do not perform claims collection work.
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EXTENT AND EMPHASIS OF STAFF TRAINING
IN THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS
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w Number of States with Number of States with Number of States (Local FSAs3) with Number of States with
@ Characteristic State-Only Training State and Local Training Local-Only Training No Training
Provision of Training 6 40 5(16) 2
Extent of Training Provided:
| New hires 38 5(13) -
| Refresher training 24 S(11) --
| Retraining 40 5(15) -~
Areas of Emphasis in Training:
' Prevent fon of overissuances 1 3 5(12) --
Detection of overissuances 4 19 4(9) --
Investigation methods 0 4(7) -
Collection methods 2 4(14) -
Regulations and procedures 4 17 a11) --
Vary across state 0 5 0(0) --
SOURCE: Appendix Table A.5 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local FSAs.
NOTE : In order to include in this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in

states without local variation), Appendix Table A.1 was used as a basis for the initial placesent of a particular state according to the above
categories; final placesent depended on the available data for that state in Appendix Table A.S.

3he base number of local FSAs in this category is 20.
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provide a general overview of the claims collection
process.

Using time limits to control the length of time
necessary for workers to investigate, establish, and
collect on a claim has been suggested in an audit of the
FSP claims collection process (0IG, 1985) as one method
for reducing the large backlog of potential claims. As
noted in Table II1.9, fewer than one-half of the state
FSAs currently have any established time limits which
control the processing of claims. Of the 30 states
without state-level time limits, however, the majority
of local FSAs in 14 of those states use time limits in
various stages of the claims collection process, and
particularly in the early stages of referral,
investigation, and establishment.

Of the states without some type of state and/or local
time limits, .several census and survey respondents
reported that time limits were unnecessary because there
were no backlogs of potential claims within their
agency. In other states, more interest was expressed in
emphasizing that the work on the claim be completed
rather than in setting up rigid time requirements. The
inability of most of the state and local FSAs with
established time limits to provide information on the
percentage of cases that are processed within those time
limits suggests that, for most agencies, the time limits
are not closely monitored and, consequently, may not
have much impact on the timeliness with which the claim
is processed.

The methods used to monitor the progress of individual
cases through the claims process include a system

for tracking the status of an overissuance or claim, a
system for signalling staff that a particular case
requires further attention, and a system for sorting or
reporting case actions based on the chronological age of
the claims.

Tracking Systems,. All 53 states provide some type of
system for tracking overissuances and/or claims through
the claims process (see Table II1.10). These systems are
used to check on the status of a case at certification
or recertification, to check the status of cases which
are pending (e.g., cases being held by a special
investigation unit or by the District Attorney's
office), and to prepare management reports on the
activities of the claims collection process. The extent
to which these tracking systems monitor claims at each
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TABLE 1.9

ESTABLISHED TIME LIMITS FOR PROCESSING
CLAIMS 8Y THE STAGE OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS
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Number of States with Number of States with Nusber of States (Local FSAs‘) with Number of States with
Characteristic State-Only Time Limits State and Local Time Limits Local-Only Time Limits Ho Time Limits
Established Time Limits 2 21 14(31) 16
Stages of Claims Collection Process
with Established Time Limits
Referral 2 12 8{13) --
Investigations 1 15 12(19) --
Establishment 1 19 10(15) --
Collections 1 12 6(7) --

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.5 contains the detailed inforwmation for each of the 51 states and 171 local FSAs.

NOTE: In order to include in this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in
states without local variation), Appendix Table A.1 was used as a basis for the initial placement of a particular state according to the above categories:

final placesent depended on the available data for that state in Appendix Table A.S,

3The base number of local FSAs in this category is 59.
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TABLE 11.10

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE TRACKING SYSTEMS USED YO MONITOR
INOIVIDUAL CASES IN THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Table of Contents

Number of States with

Humber of States with

Number of States (Local FSAs?) with

Number of States with

State-Only Tracking Systems State and Local Tracking Systems Local-Only Tracking Systems No Tracking Systems
Nanual Automated Manual Avtomated Manua) Autosated
Tracking Tracking Tracking Tracking Tracking Tracking
Characteristic . System System Total Systes System Total System System Total Total
Tracking Sysiten: 2 4 6 5 40 15 0(1) 23) 2(4) 0
N |
Stage lof Clates;.
Collection Precess
Monttored by
Tracking System
Computer match hit 1 3 4 5 19 24 o(t) 2(3) 2(4) -
(Gther apparest overissuances 1 2 3 ‘ 21 25 o(1) «3) 24 -
“ngf'ismns;‘ 2 1 3 4 27 n 0(1) 2(3) 2(3) -
Inves tigations 2 1 3 ' 2 3 0(1) 2(3) 2(3) -
Estabiishes clates ? 4 6 ‘ » “ o(1) 23) 2(4) -
Clatms collections 2 4 6 3 0 Q o(1) 2(3) 2(4) -
Suspended clatns | 2 2 \ 3 £ 10 o(1) 2(3) 24) -
Disqualified individuals 2 2 5 5 29 34 o0(1) 2(3) 2(4) --
Tracking Systea Monitors Cases
through 6 or More of the
above Stages 1 4 5 5 26 3 o(1) 1(3) 2(4) -

SOURCE: Appendix Table A, 6 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local FSAs.

NOTE: In order to include in this table the states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or guestions not asked of locals in states
without Yocal variation), Appendix Table A.1 was used as a basis for the initial placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final

placement depended on the available data for that state in Appendix Table A,.6.

3The base number of local FSAs in this category is §.
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stage of the process varies somewhat across the
systems. With few exceptions, the tracking systems
monitor established claims and claims payments.
Somewhat fewer systems track disqualified individuals
and/or the status of claims referrals and investiga-
tions. Finally, only about one-half of the systems
track the status of computer match hits and/or other
apparent overissuances.

In all but 2 states, the tracking systems include state-
level involvement, with the majority of the systems
incorporating a mixture of state and local
responsibilities. Rather surprisingly, a high
correlation does not seem to exist between the
automation of the tracking systems and the extent to
which cases at all stages of the claims process are
monitored. Within the 45 states with state-local
tracking systems, 40 have automated tracking systems,
and 5 have systems that are manual. All 5 of the manual
tracking systems cover 6 or more of the 8 situations
summarized in Table II.10. 1In contrast, only 26 of the
40 automated systems monitor as many situations.

Flagging System. A second method for monitoring
individual cases in the claims process is the use of
"flags'" to signal a worker when a claim case may require
further attention. These flags can take the form of a
notation in the household's file, a "clip" or color code
attached to the file folder, a masterlisting (automated
or manual) of the relevant cases, or a notation that
appears on the computer screen as part of the state's
automated certification system. Table II.ll summarizes
the characteristics of the systems for identifying or
"flagging'" cases which need special attention. Of the
53 states, 51 have some type of system of flags, of
which most (35) involve both state and local agencies.
In 4 states, the flags are used only at the state level,
while in 12 states case flags are an entirely local-
level function.

The majority of the flagging systems identify both
households with claims referrals that have yet to be
processed (i.e., either dismissed or established as a
claim) and households with active claims. Somewhat
fewer systems flag households with either delinquent or
suspended claims. A substantial number of states (29)
have flagging systems that are either manual or only
partially automated (i.e., some of the state's flags are
manual ). In most of the flagging systems, the flag
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TABLE 11,11

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SYSTEMS USED TO SIGMAL
STAFF THAT A CASE MEEDS FURTHER ATTENTION
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Number of States with

Characteristic State-Only System of Flags

System of Flags 4

Types of Claims That Are Flagged
Referral
Active clais
Del inquent clate
Suspended Cll‘l;‘ g
Cases with disqualitied individuals
Vary acruss state.

O O o~ 0O W W

Extent to Wiich System of Flags
is hutosated
Wanual
Partially sutomated
Ful li autuﬂl
Information not available

o N O N

One of More Flags Permanently
Attached to Case Record 2

Nusber of States with
State and Local System of Flags

35

13

14

Number of States (Local FSAs®) with
Local-Only System of Flags

MWumber of States with
No Systes of Flags

12(38)

12(31)
12(33)
9(23)
9(18)
12(3)
0(0)

B8(17)
0(0)
9(21)
0(0)

12(33)

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.7 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local FShs.

NOTE: In order to include in this table the states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in states
without local varfation), Appendix Table A.1 was used as a basis for the initial placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final
placement depended on the available data for that state in Appendix Table A.7.

3The base number of local FSAs in this category is 44,




44

Table of Contents

remains attached to the case record until the claim 1is
paid, corrective action is taken, or the claim is
terminated. Thus, for these systems, the flag will
remain in place on the case file should a household
leave the program, and 1is intended to signal the
eligibility worker to the existence of an outstanding
claim should the household reapply.

Aging System. The final case-monitoring method
considered here consists of processes for sorting and
reporting on overissuances and claims by their ages
(i.e., methods for "aging" overissuances and claims).
The ability to age overissuances and claims is important
for several reasons. First, it facilitates evaluating
the timeliness with which the required actions of each
stage of the claims process are completed. Second, it
is useful as a method for determining when some type of
"prompting" may be necessary for cases pending at the
various stages of the process (e.g., cases held by the
District Attorney for possible prosecution). Finally,
to the extent that time requirements are built into the
various stages of the claims process (e.g., a claim must
be held in suspension for 3 years prior to termination),
a system for aging claims facilitates executing those
stages efficiently.

Established processes for aging overissuances and/or
claims are relatively uncommon at the state level, as
shown in Table 1I.12. Less than one-half of the states
have an aging process at either the state-only or state-
local level. Of the remaining states, only 12 have
systems for aging at the local level, leaving 20 states
with no state or local system for aging. In those
states which do age overissuances and/or claims, the
majority of aging systems in which states are involved
focus on the ages of delinquent claims and suspended
claims. The aging of claims investigations, claims
referrals, and apparent overissuances (e.g., computer
match hits) are much less common. States in which aging
is a completely local process focus more frequently on
claims referrals and investigations; the states focus
less on aging overissuances, delinquent claims, or
suspended claims. Thus, the local-only systems are more
likely to focus on the early stages of the claims
collection process than are the state-only or state-
local systems.

The systems for aging overissuances and claims are

frequently automated, with systems in 21 of the 33
states at least partially automated. However, local-
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SYSTEMS USED TO SORT

CLAIMS BY THEIR CHRONOLOGICAL AGE

Number of States with

Nuaber of States with

Number of States (Local FSAs®) with Number of States with

Local-Only System for Aging

No System for Aging

Characteristic State-Only System for Aging State and Local System for Aging
Systes for Aging 10 11
Types of Claims That Are Aged
Appiarent overissuances 2 3
Referrals 4 6
lawestigations’ ‘ 4 4
Delinquent claims . 10 8
Suspended claims 8 10
S TR i
Extent $o Which Systém of Aging
is Autosated |
Wanval . 2 3
Partially aytomated 2 3
Ful ly automated 5

12(17)

3(S)
9(12)
5(8)
5(6)
5(6)

8(11)
0{0)
5(6)

20

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.7 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local F5As,

NOTE: In order to include in this table the states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or guestions not asked of locals in states without local
variation), Appendix Table A.1 was used as a basis for the initial placement of a particular state according to the above categories: final placement depended on the

availahle data for that state in Appendix Table A.7.

3he base number of local FSAs in this category is 45,
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only aging systems are disproportionately manual
relative to state-only or state-local systems. Eight of
the 12 local-only systems are completely manual.

E. DETECTION OF OVERISSUANCES

The first step of the claims collection process entails
discovering the overissuance and taking the formal
actions necessary for initiating the claims process. Of
the 13 detection methods listed in Table II.13
(excluding the "other" category), 9 are used in 40 or
more of the 51 states. Those 9 methods, in order of
their frequency of use, are as follows: Quality Control
(QC) reviews, conflicting information provided by the
recipient, recertification reviews, '""hotlines'" and other
informal complaints, computer matching of earned income,
information from other agencies, duplicate participation
checks, special investigation units, and internal
audits. Computer matches of both unearned income and
resources, error-prone profiles, and supervisory reviews
to identify likely cases with overissuances are used
less frequently.

The states' rankings of the effectiveness of the various
methods at identifying overissuances vary considerably
for most of the 13 detection methods. However, computer
wage matching is among the 3 highest-ranked methods in
35 states, while the recertification review is among the
3 highest-ranked methods in 31 states. Of the remaining
methods, only QC reviews, computer matches of unearned
income, and conflicting information from the recipient
are viewed as among the most effective methods by one-
quarter of the states.

Given that the detection of overissuances is generally a
local office function, local agencies are more likely
than state agencies to report using all available
methods to detect overissuances. While states report
using an average of 9 detection methods, local office
respondents report that the local agencies employ nearly
11 (see Appendix Table A.8).

Confirming most of the states' rankings, the methods
cited most frequently by local FSAs as among the 3 most
effective are computer matches of wages, recertification
reviews, and computer matches of unearned income. QC
reviews are cited far less frequently by local FSAs than
by state FSAs as among the 3 most effective detection
methods.
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FREQUENCY OF USE AND RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE
METHODS USED TO DETECT OVERISSUANCES
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Number of States
Using the Detection

Number of States
Ranking the Detection
Method Among the Three

Number of Local F3As
Using the Detection

Detect ion Method Method Most Effective® Method
Computer Matching

wages 47 36 160

Unearned income 8 16 156

Resources 12 2 48
Duplicate Participants Check 45 k] 147
Ervor-Prone Profile 19 4 68
Hotline/Infornal Complaint 48 8 166
Internal Audit 41 4 110
QC Review s1 19 170
Recertification Review 50 31 169
Special Investigation Unit 41 9 117
Information from Other Agencies 42 5 161
Information from Recipient 50 14 167
Supervisory Reviewd 4 1 156
Other® 4 2 12

Number of Local FSAs
Ranking the Detection Method

Among the Three Most Effective

126
82

12

32

12

27

100

17

37

22

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.8 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local agencies,

2The base number of states in this category is S1: California and North Dakot2 are not included because state-level data were not

available when the census was conducted.

Bagypervisary Review® was niot included as an alternstfvd dataction method in the census instrusent, but was listed as a census
response often emough that 1t was incleded among the-possible detection methods Tisted In the survey instrument,

Cincludes computer satches with credit buress files, speciel case reviews, duy-to-day activities of the caseworker, and manual

bank record matches,

47
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Local agencies tend to report using duplicate
participation checks slightly more often than do

states. In fact, in the 8 states which do not report
that such checks are made, 21 of the 25 local offices do
use duplicate participation checks (see Appendix Table
A.8). Comments from respondents indicate that the local
agencies are often matching caseload files across
adjacent counties within the same state.

F. INVESTIGATION OF OVERISSUANCES

The second stage of the claims collection process--
claims investigations--entails calculating the
overissuance amount, determining the nature of the
error, and undertaking any investigations into the
circumstances of the error. Table II.1l4 focuses on the
organization and structure of the investigation stage,
while Table II.15 describes the characteristics of the
investigation processes of states.

As shown in Table II.l4, specialized staff are used to
investigate suspected fraud cases in 45 of the 53
states. In contrast, only 23 states use specialized
staff to investigate nonfraud claims. For both fraud
and nonfraud investigations, the specialized staff
almost always include both state and local
responsibility.

This pattern of using specialized staff more frequently
to investigate suspected fraud than nonfraud cases
reflects both the absence of investigations into
nonfraud claims in several states and the general effort
in most stateg to provide more thorough investigations
into cases in which fraud is suspected. The more
intensive investigation of suspected fraud claims is
also evidenced by the greater number of states that
include searches for additional errors and/or program
violations in cases of suspected fraud and by the
greater relative emphasis on fraud cases in those states
whose treatment of fraud and nonfraud cases differ.

The reasons cited for emphasizing the investigation and
establishment of fraud claims over nonfraud claims
include: (1) the necessity of protecting the integrity
of the program by both eliminating current fraud and
preventing future fraudulent acts; (2) the enhanced
funding and financial incentives established by FNS to
encourage the pursuit of fraud; and (3) the higher
dollar amount involved in most fraud claims. Only four
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TABLE 11.14

ORGANIZATION AND STRUCTURE OF THE INVESTIGATION
STAGE OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

MNusber of States with Number of States with Nusber of States (Local FSAs?) with

Characteristic State-Only Investigation State and Local Investigation Local-Only investigatton
Specialized Staff Involved in
Claim Investigations
Suspected ‘Fraud 2 2 13(34)
Nonfraud = 2 15 6(26)
Investigation Includes Search
for Additional Errors and/or
Program Violat ions
Suspected: Fraud 2 2 14(43)
Nonfrawd 24 11(38)
Relative Emphasis on Frawd and
fonfraud Cases in Investigation
and Establishment Efforts
frawd 1 7] 4(13)
Nonfraud 0 ? 2(5)
No differduce 1 2 9(21)

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.9 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local FSAs,

MOTE : In order to include in this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or
questions not asked of locals in states without local variation), Appendix Table A.1 was used as a basis for the initial
placement of a particular state according to the sbove categories; fimal placement depended on the available data for
that state in Appendix Table A9,

*The base number of local FSAs in this category is 46.
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states emphasize nonfraud claims over fraud claims. The
greater ease with which nonfraud claims can be investi-
gated and established and the greater potential for
recovering them are reported as the major factors for
that emphasis.

Further evidence of the more intensive investigation of
fraud claims is shown in Table II.15. In general, the
states are more likely to use all of the investigation
methods, particularly client interviews and third-party
contacts, and to investigate suspected fraud claims, but
not to use all methods to investigate all cases of
nonfraud.

The greater effort involved in investigating suspected
fraud claims has created a greater need for establishing
priorities to determine which cases of suspected fraud
should be investigated most actively.l5/ Systems for
prioritizing suspected fraud claims have been estab-
lished in 33 states, with all but 8 of those states
utilizing priorities that have been established, at
least in part, by the state FSA. Systems for priori-
tizing nonfraud cases are much less common. Only 19
states use a system to prioritize nonfraud claims. In
12 of those states, systems are a mixture of state and
local FSA responsibility.

The systems for prioritizing suspected fraud claims, at
all levels of investigative responsibility, are most
frequently based on the dollar amount of the over-
issuance, the quality of the available evidence, and
whether or not the claim involves a repeat offender or a
flagrant violation of the program rules (see Table
I1.16). To a lesser extent, the age of the error and
whether or not the household is currently participating
in the program, are used to determine which cases should
be followed up most aggressively. Similarly, for
systems which prioritize nonfraud claims, the dollar
amount of the overissuance, the age of the claim, and

1574 policy of "first in, first out," or processing claims in

chronological order, is not considered a method for prioritizing cases.
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TABLE I1.15

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INVESTIGATION STAGE OF
THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Nusber of States with Humber of States with Nusber of States (Local FSAs‘) with
State-Only Investigation State and Local Investigation Local-Only Investigation
Characteristic Suspected Fraud _ Nonfraud Suspected Fraud _ Nonfraud Suspected Fraud _ Nonfraud
Hethods Always Used
to Investigate
the:Claim
Case file review 2 2 35 kY 14(39) 13(41)
In-office/telephone interview 0 1 n 7 4(3) 2(1)
Home: wig It 0 0 3 0 1(0) 0(0)
Thirdtparty contacts 0 0 19 6 5(16) 2(2)
Dther® - 1 1 1 i 2(4) 0(0)
Establ tshed System
for Prioritizing Cases

for Investigation 1 1 24 12 8(22) 6(19)

SOURCE ;- Appendix Table A.10 contains the detailed information for each of the §1 states and 171 loca) agencies.

NOTE: In order to include in this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or
guest ions not asked of locals in states without local variation), Appendix Table A.1 was used as & basis for the initial
placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final placement depended on the available data in
Appendix Table A 10 for that state.

*1he base number of loca) FSAs in this category is 46,

bincludes forensic investigations and record checks in the case records of another system,




CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CASE WHICH IMCREASE THE
LIKELTHOOD THAT THE CLAIM IS INVESTIGATED

TABLE I1.16
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[AY

Nusber of States with
State-Only Investigation

Number of States with

State and Local Investigation

Number of States (Local FSAs?) with

Local-Only Investigation

Characterist ic Suspected Fraud Nonf ravd Suspected Fraud Nonf raud Suspected Fraud Nonf raud
Systea for Prioritizing
Cases 1 1 24 12 8(22) 6(19)
Characteristic of
Case That Increases
Likelihood of
Investigation
Age/health/employment
status of client 0 0 4 2 1(4) 0(2)
Public Assistance household 1 0 4 1 3(3) 2(2)
Household error ] 0 0 4 0(0) 2(4)
Age of error or claim 1 1 10 6 6(13) 4(12)
Active case 0 0 8 7 5(17) 6(14)
Dollar amount 1 0 23 10 8(18) 6(12)
Quality of evidence 1 0 22 0 8(15) 0(0)
Repeat of fender/f lagrant
violation 0 21 0 8(18) 0(0)
Other® 0 0 0 1 1{9) 1{2)
SOURCE: Appendix Table A. 10 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local agencies.

NOTE:

In order to include fn this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not
asked of locals in states without local variation), Appendix Table A.1 was used as a basis for the initial placement of 2
particular state according to the above categories; final placement depended on the available data in Appendix Table A.10 for that

state,

%The base number of local FSAs in this category is 46.

blncludes errors due to unreported income and the projected cost of the follow-up on the case,




Table of Contents




%S

TABLE 11.17

FREQUENCY WITH WHICH SPECIFIC WETHODS
ARE USED TO ESTABLISH FRAUD CLAIMS

Table of Contents

Number of States with
State-Only Establ ishment

Number of States with
State and Local Establishment

Musber of States

Us ing More Than One
Method Which Rank the
Establishment Method
As the Method Used

Number of States
Using More Than One
Method Which Rank the
Establishment Method
As the Method Used

Number of States (Local FSAs?) with

Local-Only Establishment

Number of States
(Local FSAs®)

Using More Than One
Method Which Rank the
Establishment Method
As the Method Used

Characteristic Total Most Frequently Total Most Frequently Total Most Freguently
Use of
Establishment Method 15 150 kK] ne 5(3) 5(7)
Establishment Method
Prosecution 15 2 3 9 5(3) 2(3)
Disqualification Consent
Agreesent 13 29 27 7 4(0) 2(0)
Adainistrative
Disqualification Hearing 15 7 29 10 5(3) 2(1)
Waiver of Hearing 15 4 25 10 3(0) 1)

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.11 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local agencies.

NOTE: In order to include in this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in states
without local variation), Appendix Table A.1 was used as a basis for the initial placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final placement
depended on the available data for that state in Appendix Table A.11.,

3 he base number of local FSAs in this category is 3; local data were not available for the remaining states.

bDeIaware used more than one method but did not rank them; it was included in this number.

CPennsylvania used more than one method but did not rank

them; it was included in this number.

dThe Disqualification Consent Agreement and Waiver of Hearing are a single process in West Virginia.
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one establishment method rank prosecution as the most
frequently used method. The ADHs and the waivers of
hearing are reported to be the most common methods used
to establish fraud claims in both state and local FSAs,
regardless of the level of responsibility for establish-
ment,

In choosing the appropriate method for establishing
fraud claims, a number of states report that the least
expensive methods (waivers of hearing and DCAs) are
attempted first, with prosecution and ADH reserved for
the more difficult or severe cases. In determining
which cases will be pursued through prosecution, all of
the states except New York screen the cases for the
dollar amount of the overissuance. New York is unusual
in that all cases are referred for prosecution. As
shown in Table II.18, other factors which are frequently
used to determine the cases that should be referred for
prosecution include whether or not the individual has a
history of food stamp fraud and whether or not the
fraudulent act represents a flagrant violation of
program rules.

Requiring higher-level staff to review the decision to
establish fraud and nonfraud claims might be expected to
improve the effectiveness of the establishment stage of
the claims process by providing a quality control
function. The majority of the states (38) do allow such
staff to review fraud cases, nonfraud cases, or both (as
shown in Appendix Table A.l1). However, in several
states, census respondents commented that the review
process reduces the effectiveness of establishing claims
because it creates a bottleneck that greatly reduces the
speed with which cases can be processed.

H. COLLECTION OF PAYMENTS ON THE CLAIM

The staff involved in the claims collection process
following the claims establishment stage represent a
shift from the staff involved in claims investigations
in three ways. First, fraud claims that are referred
for prosecution and established through the courts often
move to state- and local-level agencies outside the
control of the FSA (see Appendix Tables A.ll and
A.12). Consequently, contacts with clients (including
any payments on the claim) are often funnelled through
and monitored by the legal system (e.g., the probation
office). The FSAs may have little control over the
success with which claims payments are collected.
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TABLE II.18

CHARACTERISTICS OF A CASE WHICH ENTER INTO THE
DECISION TD REFER THE CASE FOR PROSECUTION

Number of States with Number of States with Number of States (Local FSAs’) with
Characteristic State-Only Establishment State and Local Estab)ishment Local-Only Establishment
Dollar Amount 15 33 5(3)
Repeat Offender 10 26 5(3)
Flagrant Violation 10 26 5(2)
Strength of Evidence 0 3 1(3)
Age/Health of Client 0 2 0(0)
Other? 2 4 1(1)

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.1l contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local agencies.

NOTE: In order to include in this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or
questions not asked of locals in states without local variation), Appendix Table A.l was used as a basis for the initial
placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final placement depended on the available data in
Appendix Table A.11 for that state.

2The base number of local FSAs in this category is 30; local FSA data were not available for the remaining states.

Bincludes fraud in multiple programs; prosecutor's interest, time, and/or available funds for pursuing food stamp fraud; and
systems in which all suspected fraud cases are referred for prosecution,
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A second shift in the claims process following claim
establishment is the increased use of centralized,
state-level staff. As noted in Table II.l, the claims
collection process in many states becomes more
centralized as the case progresses through the six
stages of the process. Finally, a shift occurs toward
using more specialized staff at the later stages of the
claims process. For example, in 6 of the 29 states in
which the nonfraud claims are investigated by non-
specialized staff (see Appendix Table A.9), specialized
claims units are involved in notifying the household of
the claim (see Appendix Table A.11) and/or arranging for
the payment of the claim (see Appendix Table A.12).

As shown in Table II,19, the stage of the claims process
which entails collecting payments on the claim is
dispersed across various local-, district~, and state-
level organizations. As noted earlier, the claims
process becomes increasingly concerntrated in specialized
units and state-level agencies &s the claims establish-
ment and the later stages' of the process are reached.
Thirty-three states use specialized claims/collections
units and 16 states use fraud/investigations units to
arrange for the payment of claims. Over one-half of
both types of units operate at the state level. In
contrast, of the 30 states in which the local agency is
involved in arranging for the payment of the claim, 27
report the general involvement of all staff.

States use varying schedules for mailing demand letters
in attempting to obtain claims payments from the clients
(see Appendix Table A.12). The majority of the state
and local FSAs have instituted policies to mail demand
letters every 30 days; the number of demand letters to
be mailed ranges from a minimum of ! to a specified
maximum of 16.18/ Other methods which are frequently
used to notify households of a delinquent claim include

lé/six states have not established a standard number of demand
letters to be mailed for fraud claims, claims due to household error, and
claims due toc agency error. One additional state has not established a
standard minimum number for claims due to agency error.
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TABLE 11.19

FUNCTIONAL LEVEL OF THE STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR
ARRANGING FOR PAYMENT OF THE CLAIM

Number of States

Table of Contents

Claims/ Fraud/
Collections |Investigations Legal
Agency Unit Unit Authority Total
Leve! of Operation

Local /county 27 10 4 13 30
District/region 0 4 3 4 6
State 2 21 9 14 28
All levels 27 33 16 3 51

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.12 contains the detailed information for
each of the 51 states.

NOTE : In some states, staff responsible for arranging for claims

payments work at more than one level of operation, so the
numbers do not aiways add to the total number of states.
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late payment letters and periodic bills sent to the
household, as well as telephone calls.l9/

Collecting claims payments from households which are no
longer participating in the program and from households
whose claims are due to agency errors poses a signifi-
cant problem, since such overpayments generally cannot
be collected by recouping benefits.20/ Under the
Omnibus Reconciliation Acts of 1981 and 1982, Congress
provided states with the authority to use any alter-~
native collection method available under state law;
further, the Food Security Act of 1985 required that
states use all cost-effective collection methods for
food stamp overpayments. As shown in Table II.20, 41
states use some type of alternative collection technique
if collection through recoupment is not possible.
However, 5 of those states use alternative collection
methods only for fraud claims.2l/ The most common
alternative collection methods are tax refund
intercepts, wage garnishment, small claims court, and
property liens. Within the 21 states in which
alternative collection methods used by the states are
used only at the state level, wage garnishment is used
most often, followed by property liens and tax refund
intercepts. Where both state and local agencies use
alternative collection methods (16 states), pursuing a
case through small claims court is the most commonly
used method, followed by tax refund intercepts, wage
garnishment, and property liens. In the 4 states in
which only local agencies use alternative collection
methods, wage garnishment, property liens, small claims
courts, and civil actions are each used.

In terms of the frequency with which alternative
collection techniques are applied, several FSAs report
that such methods are viewed as an extreme solution and

igééﬁpeéaix Table A.12 contains the detailed state- and local-level
information on demand letters and other methods used to notify households
of the delinquent claim.

ZgiCiaims due to agency error can be collected through recoupment
only if the client agrees to that type of" repayment.

gl/The census and survey respondents were not asked about the
methods that are available to them under state law, only about which

methods they use.
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TAME I1.20

FREQUENCY WITH WHIOH ALTERMATIVE COLLECTION
METHOOS ARE USED TO PURSUE DELINQUENT CLAINS

Table of Contents

hamber of States with

Wusher of States with

Number of States (Local FSAs) with

State-Onl of Collection Methods State and Local Use of Collection Nethods Local -Only Use of Collection Methods
Wuaber of States Using Hunber of States Bunber of States (Local FSas)
Nore Than One Nethod Using More Than Us ing More Thon One Method Nuaber of States
Which Rank the Alternative One Method Which Rank The Alterma- Which Rank the Alternstive with No Use of
Collection Method a5 the tive Collection Method as the Collection Method as tihe Alternat tve
Characteristic Total Method Used Most Freguently Total Method Used Most Freguently Total Hethod Used Most Frequently Collection Methods
Alternative
Collection Nathods ac 14 16 s ] 2(2) 12
Tan refund imtercept w S ] H 1 [ 1{}] -
tinge garnishaent u 3 k] 1 2 0(9) --
Property liems 1 1 3 1 2 [1(J] .-
Sealt claim cowrt ? 2 ] 2 2 2(2) --
Privete collection
sgency H 3 2 0 ] (o) --
Credit buresv 4 0 1 l‘ 0 0(0) --
Civil actions 4 2 2 [] 2 0(9) --
Other® s 0 2 1 1 0(0) -

SOURCE: Appendix Table A 13 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 71 loral FSAs.

WOTE: In order to iaclude in this table the 22 states for which there are aissing consus or survey data (due to refusals or questions mot asked of locals in states withowt local variation),

Appendix Table Al was usod as a basis for the initia) placement of a particuler state according to the above categories; final placesent depended om the available dats for that state in

Appendix Table A 13,

*The base musber for local FSAs in this category is 17,

'lmlm all revenus intercept; requirement that the client work at a state agency to pay off the clate; state collection agency; and garnishment of circult breakers (property tax relief for the

elderly), college grants, and bank accounts.

Four states in this category wse the alternstive collection methods to pursue delinguent fraud claims only,

%ne state in this category uses the alternative collection methods to pursue delinguent fraud claiss only,
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are used only rarely. Other respondents report that,
while other collection techniques are applied infre-
quently, the threat of their imposition is often quite
effective at generating payments on delinquent claims.
Overall, tax refund intercepts, small claims court, and
wage garnishment were the 3 most frequently used methods
by states when an alternative collection method was
applied.

In 16 of the 40 states that use alternative collection
methods, there are no established policies for deter-
mining which delinquent cases should be pursued with
them (see Table II.21). Of the remaining states which
do have established policies, 3 states pursue all delin-
quent cases, and 19 states screen cases for, among other
characteristics, whether or not the claim is a fraud
claim, whether or not the household is a current program
participant, the length of time that the claim has been
delinquent, and the dollar amount outstanding on the
claim. The screening of cases (when it occurs) and the
initiation of the alternative collection actions are
performed almost exclusively by specialized unitsj only
3 states rely solely on staff workers (see Appendix
Table A.13). Because the majority of the states operate
the alternative collection activities in state and/or
district offices, the use of alternative collection
methods appears to be largely a centralized process.

I. CLAIMS SUSPENSION AND TERMINATION

According to federal regulations, a ¢laim for which
collection actions have been initiated and the required
number of demand letters have been sent can be suspended
(that is, placed in an inactive status) whent

o The household cannot be located, or

o the cost of further collection action is likely to
_exceed the amount that can be recovered.

A tlaim can be terminated after it has been held in
suspension for 3 years and has been determined to be
uncollectible., Appendix Tables A.l4 and A.l5 summarize
the characteristics of state and local agency processes
for suspending and terminating claims, respectively.

As indicated in Table II.22 (and in more detail in

Appendix Table A.14), claims are suspended in nearly all
states, and only at the state level in almost one-half
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TABLE I1.21

CHARACTERISTICS OF A CASE WHICH ENTER INTO THE DECISION
TO PURSUE THE CASE WITH ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS

Table of Contents

o Number of States with Number of States with Number of States (Local FSAs‘) with Number of States with
~ State-Only Use of Alternative State and Local Use of Alternative Local-Only Use of Alternative No Use of Alternative
Characteristic Collection Methods Collect ion Methods Collect ion Methods Collection Methods

Alternat fve Collection

Methods 2¢ 169 &« 12
Characteristics of
Case That
Increase the
tikelihood of
Pursuit
Dollar amount 11 3 (1) --
Inactive case 2 2(2) --
Long-term deliquency 9 2 1(1) --
Age of error or claia 2 0{0) --
Public Assistance household 1 1 1(1) --
Fraud claim 10 4 2(2) --
Other? 5 2 (1) -
No Established Policy 6 8 2(2) --
All Cases Pursued 0 3 0(0) --
SOURCE: Appendix Table A.13 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local FSAs.
NOTE: In order to include in this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in states

without local variation), Appendix Table A.1 was used as a basis for the initial placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final

placement depended on the available data for that state in Appendix Table A.13.

37he base number of local FSAs in this category is 17.
blncludes errors due to unreported income, current household employment or resources, and nonadjudicated fraud cases.
Cfour states in this category use alternative collection methods to pursue delinquent fraud claims only.

dOne state in this category uses alternative collection methods to pursue delinquent fraud claims only,
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TABLE I1.22

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROCESS FOR CLAIMS SUSPENSION
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Number of States (Local FSA%) with Number of States with

Ho Suspension of Claims

Number of States with Number of States with
Characterist ic State-Only Suspension of Claims State and Loca) Suspension of Claims Local-Only Suspension of Claims
Suspension of Claims 23 25 1{3)
Existence of Claims Review
Proq:éss to Detmine
Which Claims Ark
El igible for Swmmn
Yes - Y 18 12)
Moo 6 6 1(1)
Bo not Know 0 1 0(0)
Clains Suspension
Decisions Are Reviewed
by Higher Level Staff
Ves . 6 14 0{0)
no 1 1 1(3)

SOURCE 3 mqawmi.‘m contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local FSAs,

MOTE: ln oﬂm‘ to 1m:|uch in this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in states without local
uriltim). Mmﬂix Table A. ]l was used as a basis for the initial placement of a particular state according to the above categories: final plicement depended on the available

data for that state in Appendix Table A.14,

3The base nusber of local FSAs in this category is 3.
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of those states. Four states do not suspend claims at
all, one state does not suspend fraud claims, and one
state suspends claims only very rarely. In 3 of these 6
states (the District of Columbia, New Hampshire, and
Wisconsin), claims are never or seldom suspended because
of a policy which requires that claims be pursued
continually. In Georgia, regulations forbid 3-year
suspensions; however, there is a period of 5 years (for
nonfraud cases) to 10 years (for fraud cases) during
which established claims remain active prior to termi-
nation. In the remaining 2 states (Hawaii and the
Virgin Islands), procedures for suspending claims are
now being implemented.

In the states which do suspend claims, the majority have
instituted some type of system for reviewing delinquent
claims to determine whether or not they should be
suspended. Most states report that this review process
is manual and is very time-consuming. Thus, because of
the shortage of staff, the review often does not occur
in a timely manner and is not viewed as an effective
method for maintaining an accurate account of the
outstanding collectible claims. Only about one-half of
the states report that the claims suspension decision is
reviewed by higher-level staff. As one might expect,
the majority of the states in which higher-level staff
review these decisions are the states in which claims
suspension activities are shared by state and local
agencies.

Although claims can be terminated after being held in
suspension for 3 years, 19 states carry suspended claims
on the books for longer periods of time (see Table
11.23). The time periods and reasons for carrying the
sugspended claims vary, although 4 states have legal
requirements which prevent forgiveness of debts against
the state and must thus carry the suspended claims
indefinitely. Other frequently cited reasons for
carrying suspended claims beyond the required 3 years
include both requirements that efforts to collect on the
claim be continued and the shortage of staff and/or
resources for the relatively low-priority functions of
claims suspension and termination. As was the case with
suspensions, about one-half of the states overall report
that claims termination decisions are reviewed by
higher-level staff.
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TABLE I1.23

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROCESS FOR CLAINS TERMINATION

Number of States with Number of States with Number of States (Local fSAs‘) with Number of States with
Characteristic State-Only Termination of Claims State and Local Termination of Claims Local-Only Termination of Claims Ho Termination of Claims
Termination of Claims 22 26 1(3) 4
Suspended Clatms
Carried on fooks
Longer TMn: 3
Required, Three Years
Yes ' ? 12 0(0) -
W 15 14 13) -
Clates Tersination
Decisfons Are !
l\evia&d by Higher
Level Staff
Yes i 7 13 o0) --
o 15 13 1(3) --

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.15 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local FSAs.
NOTE : In order to include In this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data {due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in states without local

variation), Appendix Table A, 1 was used as a basis for the initial placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final placement depended on the
available data for that state in Appendix Table A.15,

3he base number of local FSAs in this category is 3.
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J. EFFECTIVENESS OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Assessing the effectiveness of the claims collection
process (and the various stages of the process) in each
state and local agency requires data on the flow of
cases through each stage of that process. In
particular, it is important to determine:

o The proportion of food stamp cases with overissuances
(including overissuances for which claims are not
required)

o The proportion of overissuances that are identified
for further claims action

o The proportion of identified overissuances that lead
to claims referrals

o The proportion of claims referrals that lead to
established claims

o The proportion of established claims for which
collections are obtained

o The proportion of established claims that become
delinquent

o The proportion of claims that are eligible for
suspension that are in fact suspended

o The proportion of claims that are eligible for
termination that are in fact terminated

It would also be useful to break the proportions down
into those overissuances and claims that are associated
with agency errors, household errors, and fraud (or
suspected fraud), and to obtain such information over a
period of time. Observations over time would indicate
the stability of the relationships.

Unfortunately, as noted earlier, the state and local
FSAs do not maintain the information that is necessary
for examining the effectiveness of the claims collection
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process.22/ Thus, in obtaining a rough picture of the
effectiveness of various claims collection systems, it
is necessary to rely on professional estimates of
effectiveness and the limited data available from Form
FNS-209 reports.

The first issue in examining effectiveness is the
existence of a backlog of overissuances and claims to be
processed at various stages of the claims process. As
noted in Table II.24, only 3 state agencies report that
they are able to handle overissuances and claims in a
timely manner, and that no backlogs exist. Two other
states report that they have no backlogs of nonfraud
overissuances or claims, but that backlogs of fraud
claims have developed because of the longer time
requirements of fraud investigations and the low
priority placed by the courts on prosecuting fraud.
Other states cite the long delays in investigating and
establishing fraud claims as a major cause of their
backlogs of fraud and suspected fraud cases. However,
the reasons given most frequently for the existence of
backlogs of overissuance and claims are the shortage of
staff and/or resources devoted to claims collection
activities and the relatively low priority of claims
collections within the scope of FSA functions.

In the 4 states in which the local offices report
backlogs but the state FSA does not, the reasons given
for the backlogs include the shortage of staff and/or
resources, the slowness of the claims process, and the
lack of data processing capabilities.,

The professional estimates of the percentages of cases
handled successfully at each stage of the claims
process, reported in Table II.25, are based solely on
the state respondent's knowledge of his or her state's
system. In no state was the respondent able to base his
or her estimates on hard data. Consequently, these data
should be viewed as rough professional judgments about
the effectiveness of the systems.23/

gzlﬁowever, several states reported that it would be possible to
draw at least part of the necessary information from their automated

systems.

Zé/Note that no professional estimates are available on the
effectiveness of the beginning stages of the claims process (i.e., the
detection of overissuances).
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TABLE 11.24

REASONS GIVEN FOR THE BACKLOG OF OVERISSUANCES
AND CLAIMS TO BE PROCESSED

Number of States with Number of States with Number of States (Local FSAs®) with Mumber of States

Characteristic Backlogs at State Leve) Only Backlogs at State and Local Levels Backlogs at Local Level Only With Mo Backlogs
Existing Backlog 4 42 4(10) 3

Reason for Backlog
Shortage of staff/resources (] 32 4(7) --
Claims are low priority 0 17 1{1) -~
Process is slow for fraud cases k] 6 2(4) --
Lack of data processing capabilities 0 4 2(3) --
Limitations on recoupment/weak regulations 0 4 0{0) --
Other 0 1(1) --
1

No Reason Given 1 3 0{0) --

SOURCE: Appendix Table A. 16 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local FSAs.
NOTE: In order to include in this table the states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in states without local

variation), Appendix Table A.1 was used as a basis for the initia) placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final placement depended on the
available data for that state in Appendix Table A.16.

%The base number of local FSAs in this category is 13,
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TABLE 11.25

ROUGH PROFESSIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE EFFECTIVENESS
OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Number of States
Effectiveness Range of Median Providing
Measure Values Value an Estimate

Percentage of:

identified Overissuances 33-100 95 21
That Resutt in
Claim Referrals

Claim Referrals 34-100 98 31
That Result in
Established Claims

Claim Referrais 8-99 70 35
for Suspected Fraud

That Result in

Established Fraud Claims

Established Claims 15-100 65 34
for Which Some
Cotlections Are Made

Established Claims 15-90 50 33
That Eventually
Become Delinquent

SOURCE: Appendix Tabie A.16 contains the detailed information for each
of the 51 states.

NOTE: Because local FSA survey data were judged to be of poor quality

for this series of questions, this table is based on state FSA
census data only,
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Although respondents in a substantial number of states
and local offices were not able to provide estimates of
the effectiveness of systems, the information that was
provided suggests that the claims referral and claims
establishment stages of the process are believed to be
fairly effective, and that the establishment of nonfraud
claims is more successful than the establishment of
fraud claims. The collection of payments on the
established claims appears to be much less effective;
only one state reported some collections from every case
that was established. The state estimates of the
percentage of established claims that eventually become
delinquent ranged from a low of 15 to a high of 90
percent, Twenty-four of the 33 states which provided
information estimated that 50 percent or more of their
established claims eventually become delinquent (see
Appendix Table A.16).

Because the professional estimates of local agencies
were often reported to be "wild guesses,'” the
percentages were more wide~ranging than the state
estimates and were judged to be insufficient for this
analysis.

The existing data for examining the effectiveness
of state claims collection processes include QC error
rates (to estimate the level of overissuances) and
information from Form FNS-209. While these data can be
used to construct rough measures of the effectiveness of
the state's claims collection system (as reported in
Table I1.26), several problems are associated with these
measures. First, according to a 1985 OIG report, the
timely and accurate reporting by state agencies to FNS
on claim activities via Form FNS-209 is problematic.
Thus, the available claims data may not be of parti-
cularly high quality. Second, measuring the effective-
ness of the claims process requires information on the
flow of cases through the process. Because Form FNS-209
rovides informatjon on the current status of rhe _cases
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TABLE 11.26

CLAIMS COLLECT{ON PROCESS, FY 1985
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Effectiveness Range of Median
Measure Values Value
Value of Claims $4.67 - $73.07 $14.64
Establ ished for

Each $100 of Food Stamps

Issued in Error

Value of Claims $7.08 - $68.75 $37.97
Coilected for

Each $100 of

Claims Established

Value of Claims $1.24 - $24,.32 $5.36

Coliected for
Each $100 of Food Stamps
issued in Error

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.17 contsins the detaiied information for each
of the 51 states (and aiso intormation for California and

North Dakota).
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based on Form FNS-209 data will approximate the desired
measures of effectiveness.

Based on the most recent QC error rate data available
(FY 1984) to construct an estimate of the total
issuances in error (that is, overissuances to eligible
households and issuances to ineligible ones) in FY 1985
for each state and/or on the state's Form FNS-209 data
on claims collection activities in FY 1985, three rough
measures of the effectiveness of the state's claims
collections process were obtained (see Table II.26).
The dollar value of claims established in FY 1985 for
each $100 of food stamps issued in error in FY 1985
ranged from $4.67 for Louisiana to $73.07 for Hawaii.
It would appear that states at the higher end of the
range effectively identify and pursue overissuances
through claims establishment, while states at the lower
end of the range do not identify existing overissuances
and/or do not effectively establish claims once the
overissuance has been discovered. Furthermore, with a
median value of $14.64 of established claims for each
$100 of food stamps issued in error, it appears that the
claims collection process from the detection through the
claims establishment stages is not particularly
effective.

The states would appear to be somewhat more successful
at the collection stage of the claims process; the
median value of claims collections in FY 1985 for each
$100 of claims established in FY 1985 was about $38.
However, interpreting this variable is rather difficult
since (1) not all claims would be expected to be paid
off during the year in which they were established, and
(2) the measure compares FY 1985 collections on all
claims, regardless of when they were established, with
all claims established in FY 1985.

The final entry in Table II.26 is a rough measure of the
effectiveness of the overall claims collection process
as it relates total collections (on all claims) in FY
1985 to total overissuances in FY 1985, With a median
value of $5.36 of collections in FY 1985 for each $100
in overissuances in that period, it is clear that there
is a great deal of room for improvement in the claims
collection processes.
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ITI. IDENTIFICATION OF DESCRIPTIVE TYPOLOGIES

Gaining an understanding of the different approaches
adopted by the state and local FSAs to collect on claims
and attempting to relate the various approaches to
measures of the effectiveness of systems require that
the array of system characteristics presented in the
previous chapter be reduced to a smaller number of
important distinctions. This section defines the
descriptive typologies which will be used to classify
the claims collection processes, characterizes the state
systems on the basis of those criteria, and examines the
relative effectiveness of the states' claims collection
processes based on the descriptive typology.

Because the local FSAs that were selected for the survey
were not representative samples within the states, the
descriptive typologies were developed primarily from

the census data. However, to the extent that the survey
data supplement the census data, the survey data were
used to refine the classification of states according to
the descriptive typologies.” This is especially
important in California and North Dakota, where no
census data were available.

A. DEFINING THE DESCRIPTIVE TYPOLOGIES

Grouping the detailed characteristics of the state
claims collection processes to obtain summary
descriptions of the state-systems is of course
subjective; results depend on which system features or
capabilities are selected for the descriptive typology,
and what detailed characteristics are included in each
summary measure., The definitions of the descriptive
typologies used in this study are based on the observed
variation in the detailed characteristics of the state
systems generated by the census and on the subjective
assessment of the characteristics that are most likely
to be associated with the effectiveness and efficiency
of the claims process.l/ These descriptive typologies
are not based on all the characteristics presented in
the previous chapters; however, they are intended to

llsince the census data collection effort focused largely on
those factors that are believed to be associated with the
effectiveness and efficiency of the claims collection
process, these descriptive typologies also focus on those
factors.
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reflect the major variations in the claims collection
processes that were observed in the two stages of the
FSPOS data collection. As shown in Table I1II1.1, summary
measures are developed to characterize the organization
and operation of the claims collection process.

The descriptive typologies of Table III.l cover six
areas:

1. The organization of the claims collection process
within the state

2, The use of gpecialized staff to operate the claims
collection process

3. The extent to which the claims collection process is
automated

4, The methods.used to administer the claims collection
process

5. The methods used to establish claims

6. The alternative methods used to collect claims
payments

The measures for each of the descriptive typologies are
based on either a simple yes/no distinction (e.g.,
specialized staff are/are not involved in establishing
and collecting claims) or a numeric value for the total
"value" of the component variables in that descriptive
typology (e.g., the percentage of the five stages of the
claims process for which operational responsibility
rests at the district or state level). It is important
to note that a "yes" or a higher score for a particular
descriptive typology does not necessarily indicate a
"better" system--it simply indicates the degree to which
the claims system possesses a particular characteristic
that is hypothesized to be associated with the
effectiveness of the claims collection process.
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TABLE I1I.1

DETAILED CHARACTERISTICS OF A STATE'S CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS INCLUDED IN
THE DESCRIPTIVE TYPOLOGIES
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Descript ive
Typology

Detailed Characteristics Included in the
Descriptive Typology

Measure

Source

ORGANI ZATION
OF THE
PROCESS

OPERAT 10N
OF THE
PROCESS

AUTOMATED
FUNCTIONS

AJTOMATED
HISTORY

MANAGE RIAL
ME THODS

MONITORING
METHODS

Level of responsibility for the operation of the claims collection
process for fraud and nonfraud claims is at the district or state
level for:

o claims investigations
claims establishment
claims collections
follow-up on delinquent claims

© o © ©

claims suspension/termination

Specialized staff are involved in the operation of the claims
collection process for:

o claims establishment

o claims collections

Claims collection process is automated for:
o calculation of amount of overissuance
o calculation of amount of recoupment
o deduction of recoupment amount from issuance
o generation of demand letters

Automated history is maintained for:
o case actions
] c]aiqs payments through recoupment
o claims payments through other methods

Methods used to manage the claims collection process include:
o routine suemary reports
routine reports on the status of individual cases

°
o staff training
o manuals on claims collections
o established time limits
Methods used to monitor individual cases within the claims
collection process include:
o established tracking system
o system of flags
o system for aging claisms

Percentage of the five stages
of the claims collection process
for fraud and nonfraud claims that

are handled at the district or state

level

A binary (yes/no) variable
indicating the use of specialized
staff in the establishment and
collection stages of the claims
collection process

Percentage of the four routine
claim functions that are auto-
mated

Percentage of the three types
of claims histories that are main-
tained by the automated system

Percentage of the five managerial
methods that are used in the
claims collection process

Percentage of the three moni-
toring methods that are used
in the claims collection process

Appendix Table A1

Appendix Tables A.11 and
A. 12

Appendix Table A, 3

Appendix Table A3

Appendix Tables A.4 and A.5

Appendix Tables A.6 and A.7
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Descriptive Detailed Characteristics Included in the
Typology Descriptive Typology

Measure

Source

ESTABL ISHMERT Methods used to establish fraud claims include:
METHODS o prosecution

o disqualification consent agreements

o administrative disqualification hearings

o waivers of hearings

AL TERNAT IVE Alternative collection methods (e.g., tax refund intercept, wage
COLLECTION garnishment) used to pursue delinguent claims
METHODS

Percentage of the four estab-
lishment methods that are used
to establish fraud claims

A binary (yes/no) variable
indicating the use of at least
one alternative collection method

Appendix Table A 11

Appendix Table A. 13
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B. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Table III.2 characterizes each state's claims collection
process based on the descriptive typologies.2/ As
indicated in the table, the states' claims collection
processes vary widely across each of the descriptive
typologies. With the exception of measures that capture
managerial and establishment methods, each descriptive
typology includes states which do not possess that
characteristic and states which show a full value for
that measure. In terms of the typologies that describe
managerial and establishment methods, all states use at
least one of the methods included in each of the
measures. Further evidence of the variation in the
states' claims processes is indicated in Table III.3,
which presents the full range of response values for
each of the descriptive typologies.

While each of the descriptive typologies can be used to
classify the state claims collection processes
independently, it is worth considering whether
relationships exist among the descriptive typologies
which may facilitate grouping the claims collection
processes into a more concise classification scheme.

Table II1.4 examines the relationships among the
descriptive typologies. The column entries in Table
III.4 reflect the mean responsé values for each of the
descriptive typologies for all states and for selected
subgroups of states., The subgroups are defined on the
basis of several of the descriptive typologies (e.g.,
states with highly centralized claims collection
processes). For each subgroup, the mean value for each
descriptive typology is compared with the mean value for
those states that are not included in that subgroup to
determine whether significant differences exist among
the responses. (Note that the mean values for the
excluded states are not reported in the table.)
Significant differences in the mean response values for
a particular descriptive typology (noted by an asterisk
in the table) indicate a high correlation between that

2/70 the extént that the state dats collected in the census
are less than complete, the survey data are used to
supplement the census data in order to prepare more complete
portraits of the state systems. Appendix B.l presents an
expanded version of Table III.2 by including summary
characteristics for the 53 states and 171 local FSAs.
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TABLE [11.2

SUMMARY OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS, BY STATE
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OPERATION AUTOMATED
OF THE HISTORY:

ORGANIZAT ION PROCESS: AUTOMATED Percentage

OF THE Specialized FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTERNATIVE

PROCESS: Staff Percentage Action MANAGERIAL MONITORING ESTABL I SHMENT COLLECTION

Percentage Involved of Routine and Claims METHODS : METHODS ; METHODS : METHODS ;

of Claims in Claims Claims Payment Percentage Percentage Percentage of Alternative

Process Establishment Functions Histories of Managerial of Monitoring Establishment Collection
Jurisdiction Centralized and Collections Automated Automated Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used
Alabama 0 No 25 100 100 67 100 No
Alaska 80 Yes 15 100 60 67 100 Yes
Arizona 100 Yes 50 100 60 67 100 Yes
Arkans as 80 Yes 75 100 100 100 100 Yes
Colorado 0 Yes 50 0 60 100 75 Yes
Connecticut 100 Yes 75 67 80 67 100 Yes
Delaware 100 Yes 50 33 60 67 100 Yes
District of Columbia 100 Yes 50 100 60 67 100 Yes
Florida 100 Yes 75 100 100 100 100 Yes
Georgia 40 Yes 100 100 80 100 100 Yes
Guam 100 Yes 0 0 80 67 100 No
Hawaii 60 No 100 67 80 67 100 No
{daho 70 Yes Q 0 6G 67 75 Yes
Ilinois 100 Yes 0 100 80 33 100 Yes
Indiana 20 No 0 33 60 67 50 Yes
lowa 100 Yes 75 100 80 33 50 Yes
Kans as 80 No 50 100 80 67 100 Yes
Kentucky 100 Yes 25 33 100 67 100 Yes
Louisiana 100 Yes 75 100 100 100 100 Yes
Maine 20 No 50 67 40 67 100 No
Maryland 50 No 1] 33 60 67 100 Yes
Massachusetts 100 Yes 75 67 60 100 100 Yes
Michigan 50 No 75 100 80 33 100 Yes
Minnesota 20 Yes 25 100 80 67 25 Yes
Mississippi 80 Yes 25 33 60 67 100 No
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TABLE II1.2 (continued)
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OPERAT 10K AJTOMATED
OF THE HISTORY:

ORGANIZAT ION PROCESS: AJTOMATED Percentage

OfF THE Specialized FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTERMATIVE

PROCESS : Staff Percentage Action MANAGERIAL MONITORING ESTABL 1 SHMENT COLLECTION

Percentage Invoived of Routine and Claims METHODS : METHODS : METHODS ; NETHODS ;

of Claims in Clains Claims Payment Percentage Percentage Percentage of Alternative

Process Establishment Functions Histories of Managerial of Monitoring Establishment Collection
Jurisdiction Centralized and_Collections Automated Automated Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used
Missouri 80 Yes 25 100 100 67 100 Yes
Montana 70 No 25 67 60 67 75 Yes
Nebraska 50 No 25 67 60 67 100 No
Nevada 0 Yes 75 100 80 67 100 Yes
New Hampshire 100 Yes 33 60 67 75 Yes
New Jersey 0 Yes 0 80 67 100 Yes
New Mexico 80 Yes 100 100 80 33 100 No
New York 0 Yes 50 100 60 67 100 Yes
North Carolina 20 No 75 100 60 67 100 Yes
Ohio 0 Yes 0 0 60 100 100 Yes
Ok 1ahoma 100 Yes 50 67 60 67 75 Ho
Oregon 100 Yes 75 100 100 100 100 Yes
Pennsylvania 100 Yes 25 100 60 67 50 Yes
Rhode Island 90 Yes 50 100 60 100 100 No
South Carolina 20 Yes 75 100 100 100 100 .Yes
South Dakota 60 Yes 50 100 100 100 100 Yes
Tennessee 60 Yes 0 0 60 0 100 No
Texas 90 Yes 75 100 100 100 75 Yes
Utah 80 Yes 50 67 60 67 100 Yes
Vermont 30 Yes 75 100 100 67 100 No
Virginia 50 Yes ] 100 80 67 50 No
Virgin Islands 100 Yes 100 0 40 67 100 No
Washington 70 No 75 100 80 67 100 Yes
West Virginia 100 Yes 50 3 60 67 100 Yes
Wisconsin 0 No 100 0 20 67 25 No
Wyoming 50 Yes 25 100 100 67 75 Yes
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TABLE !11.3

FREQUENCIES OF STATES' RESPONSE VALUES
FOR THE DESCRIPTIVE TYPOLOGIES
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Descriptive Response Frequency
Typology Value (Percent)
ORGANI ZATION OF THE PROCESS: 0 13.7
Percentage of Claims 10-20 9.8
Process Centralized 30-40 3.9
50 9.8
60-70 11.8
80-90 17.7
100 33.3
100.0
OPERATION OF THE PROCESS: Yes 76.5
Specialized Staff involved in No 23.5
Establishment and Collections 100.0
AUTOMATED FUNCTIONS: Percentage 0 19.6
of Routine Claims Functions 25 17.7
Automated 50 23.5
75 29.4
100 9.8
100.0
AUTOMATED HISTORY: Percentage 0 15.7
of Case Action and Claims Payment 33 13.7
Histories Automated 67 15.7
100 54.9
100.0
MANAGERIAL METHODS: Percentage 0 0.0
of Managerial Methods Used 20 2.0
40 3.9
60 43.1
80 27.5
100 23.5
100.0
MON|ITORING METHODS: Percentage 0 2.0
of Monitoring Methods Used 33 7.8
67 66.7
100 23.5
100.0
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TABLE 111.3 (continued)
Descriptive Response Frequency
Typology Value (Percent)
ESTABL i SHMENT METHODS: Percentage 0 0.0
of Establishment Methods Used 25 3.9
50 7.8
75 13.7
100 74.5
100.0
ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS: Yes 72.6
Atternative Collection Methods Used No 27.5
100.0
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TABLE 11I.4

Table of Contents

MEAN RESPONSE VALUES FOR DESCRIPTIVE TYPOLOGIES, BY ALL STATES AND SELECTED STATE SUBGROUPS

States Using

States with States Using States with Routine All Four Fraud States Using at
Descriptive All Highly Centralized Specialized Functions and Case Establishment Least One Alternative
Iypology States Claims Processes Staff Histories Automated Methods Collection Method
ORGANIZATION OF THE PROCESS:
Percentage of Claims Process
Centralized 63.7 100. 0* 71, 3* 68.4 65.3 65,7
OPERATION OF THE PROCESS:
Specialized Staff Involved in
Establishment and Collections 76.5 100. 0* 100. 0* 79.0 78.9 83,8+
AUTOMATED FUNCTIONS:
Percentage of Routine Claims
Functions Automated 48.0 50.0 49.4 57.9* 52. 6* 47.3
AUTOMATED HISTORY: Percentage
of Case Action and Claims Payment
Histories Automated 69.9 66, 6 70. 1 86,0* 72.8 74.8
MANAGERIAL METHODS: Percentage
of Managerial Methods Used 73.3 72.9 75.9* 77.4* 75.3 76.2*
MONI TORING METHODS: Percentage
of Monitoring Methods Used 70.8 70.8 72.8 13.0 7n.z 74.1*
ESTABL ISHMENT METHOOS:
Percentage of Establishment
Methods Used 89.7 91. 1 91.7 92.8 100. 0* 89.9
ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS:
Alternative Collection Methods
Used 72.6 82.4 79, 5* 76.3 71.1 100.0*
Number of States 51 51 39 38 38 37

“Ihe mean for this state subgroup

is significantly different from the mean for the remaining states at the 90 percent level (one-tailed test).



Table of Contents

descriptive typology and the descriptive typology used
to define the subgroup under consideration. Thus, the
related descriptive typologies could be used to distin-
guish more concisely among different types of claims
collection systems.

As shown in the table, only limited correlation exists
among the eight descriptive typologies. The subgroup of
states with highly centralized claims collection
processes indicates that a significant association
exists between the extent to which the claims process is
centralized and the use of specialized staff to operate
the claims processes. All of the states with highly
centralized claims processes use specialized staff at
the establishment and collection stages of the process,
while about 77 percent of -all states do so. Other
significant relationships which can be observed in Table
III.4 include the tendency of states which use
specialized staff to rely more on the managerial methods
that are included in the descriptive typologies, and to
be more likely to use at least one alternative collec-
tion technique. In addition, states that have rela-
tively high levels of automation use more managerial
methods.

Although a simple classification scheme that captures
the wide variation in the states' claims collection
processes does not appear to be available, it is perhaps
useful to consider where states fall within an arbitrary
classification scheme that focuses on a limited set of
distinguishing characteristics. The characteristics
selected--the extent to which the claims process is
centralized, the use of automatien, and the use of
managerial and monitoring methods--are among those
believed to be closely associated with the effectiveness
and efficiency of the claims collection process..
_However, } se numerous other factors may affect the
claims collection system, this attempt at classifying
the states' claims processes should be viewed simply as
one method for distinguishing among the types of
processes, rather than as an attempt to grade or rate
the state agencies.,  Figure III.1 presents the
classification of state claims collection processes
based on this three-way classification scheme.

Survey data are used to modify this classification
scheme under two circumstances:?

1. For the 2 states for which census data were not
available--California and North Dakota--the
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THREE -WAY CLASSIFICATION OF STATE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESSES

(1) Centraiization of the Claims Collection Process

Substantial District/Region

and/or State Involvement

Some District/Region

and/or State [nvolvement

Only Local/County

[nvolvement

(3) Automation of (2) Use of Managerial and Use of Managerial and (2) Use of Managerial and
the Claims Monitoring Methods Monitoring Methods Monitoring Methods
Collection Substantial More Limited Substantial More Limited Substantial More Limited
Process Use Use Use Use Use Use
Highly Arkansas Alaska Georgia Michigan Nevada
Automated Florida Towa South Carolina North Carolina
Louisiana New Mexico Vermont
Oregon Washington
Texas
Partially Connecticut Arizona Hawaii [ndiana Alabama California
Automated Kansas Delaware . Minnesota Maine Wisconsin Colorado
Kentucky District of Columbia South Dakota Maryland New York
Missouri [ttinois Virginia Montana Ohio
Massachusetts Wyoming Nebraska
Mississippi North Dakota
New Hampshire Tennessee
Ok 1ahoma
Pennsylvania
Rhode [sland
Utah
Virgin I[slands
West Virginia
Manual Guam [daho New Jersey
NOTES: The breakdowns within the three dimensions of the classification scheme are derived from the descriptive typologies of Table IIL.1,

and are as follows:

(1) Centralization of the Claims Collection Process:

states with 80 percent or more of their claims process

centralized are classified as having "substantial district/region and/or state involvement®: states with no district/region or

state-level involvement in their claims process are classified as having "only local/county involvement”:; the remaining states are

classified as having "some district/region and/or state involvement."

(2) Use of Management and Monitoring Methods:

states using

80 percent or more of the management methods and 67 percent or more of the monitoring methods are classified as having "substantial

use" of management and monitoring methods; the remaining states are classified as having “more limited use."

Claims Collection Process:

(3) Automation of the
states with 75 percent or more of the routine claims functions automated and 100 percent of the case

action and claims payment histories automated are classified as having "highly automated" claims collection processes; states with

no automation of either claims functions or claims histories are classified as “manual" processes; the remaining states are

classified as having "partially automated" claims collection processes.
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available survey data (summarized in Appendix Table
B.1) were used to characterize the general system of
claims collection activities within those states.

2. When the state reported little or no automation or
limited use of managerial and monitoring methods,
but the local offices reported that they were
performing those functions, we used the local agency
data to create a more indepth profile of claims
collection operations within the states. Conse-
quently, the placements of 3 states (Ohio,
Tennessee, and Wisconsin) within the classification
framework were changed to capture local-level
activity in automation and managerial methods.

C. RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION
PROCESS

Using two of the rough measures of effectiveness from
Appendix Table A.17, we have constructed two indices of
the relative effectiveness of the states' claims
collection processes.3/ The two indices are (1) states
whose two effectiveness measures were above their
respective median values and (2) states whose two
effectiveness measures were not above their respective
median values. Thus, the first index identifies states
which appear to be particularly successful at claims
collection, while the second identifies states which
appear to be less successful. In Table III.5, subgroups
of states defined on the basis of these two indices are
examined to determine whether any of the descriptive
typologies distinguish between the relatively effective
or less effective systems.

Not surprisingly, given the poor quality of the
effectiveness data, a close relationship does not appear
to exist between any of the characteristics included in
the descriptive typologies and measures of the
effectiveness of claims collection. The descriptive
typologies do not distinguish between states which are
successful relative to all other states and states which
are less successful relative to all other states. Nor

E/The two measures from Appendix Table A.17 are the value of
claims established for each $100 of food stamps issued in
error and the value of claims collected for each $100 of
claims established.
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TABLE 111.5

DISTRIBUTION OF STATES AND RESPONSE VALUES FOR DESCRIPTIVE

TYPOLOGIES BY ROUGH NEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS

Table of Contents

ORGANIZATION OF
THE PROCESS:
Percentage of Claims

OPERATION OF
THE PROCESS:
Specialized Staff in

AUTOMATED
FUNCTIONS:
Percentage of

AUTOMATED
HISTORY:

Percentage of

MANAGER AL
METHOODS :

Percentage of

MONI TORING
METHODS:

Percentage of

ESTABLISHMENT
METHODS :

Percentage of

ALTERNATIVE
COLLECTION METHODS:

Alternative

Process Centralized Establishment and Claims Functions Case Action/Payment Managerial Monitoring Establishment Collection Methods

Jurisdiction Collections Automated Histories Automated Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used Used

States with Both

Effectiveness

Measures Above

the Median Values?
Gu am 100 100 0 0 80 67 100 0
Towa 100 100 75 100 80 33 50 100
Kans as 80 0 50 100 80 67 100 100
Maine 20 0 50 67 40 67 100 0
Nevada 0 100 75 100 80 67 100 100
New Hampshire 100 100 0 0 80 67 100 100
North Carolina 20 0 75 100 60 67 100 100
Oregon 100 100 75 100 100 100 100 100
South Dakota 60 100 50 100 100 100 100 100
Utah 80 100 50 67 60 67 100 100

Mean Response Value 61 70 50 73 76 0 95 80

States with Neither

Effect iveness

Measure Above

the Median Values
Colorado Q 100 50 0 60 100 75 100
District of Columbia 100 100 50 100 60 67 100 100
Florida 100 100 75 100 100 100 100 100
Michigan 50 0 75 100 80 33 100 100
Minnesota 20 100 25 100 80 67 25 100
New Mexico 80 100 100 100 80 33 100 0
New York 0 100 50 100 60 67 100 100




L8

TABLE TI1.5 (continued)

Table of Contents

ORGANIZATION OF OPERATION OF AUTOMATED AUTOMATED MANAGERTAL MONITORING ESTABLISHMENT ALTERNATIVE

THE PROCESS: THE PROCESS: FUNCTIONS: HISTORY: METHODS : ME THODS: METHODS : COLLECTION METHODS:

Percentage of Claims Specialized Staff in Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of Alternative

Process Centralized fstablishment and Claims Functions Case Action/Payment Managerial Monitoring Establishment Collection Methods
Jurisdiction Collections Automated Histories Automated Methods Used Nethods Used Methods Used Used

Ohio 0 100 0 1] 60 100 100100

Pennsylvania 100 100 25 100 60 67 50100

Rhode Island 90 100 50 100 60 100 1000

Wyoming 50 100 25 100 100 67 75100

Virgin Islands 100 100 100 0 40 67 1000

Mean Response Value 58 92 52 75 70 12 8575

SOURCE: Table III.2 and Appendix Table A, 17 contain the detailed information on which this table is based.

dNorth Dakota is also among the states with both effectiveness measures above the median values; however, because census data were not available for North Dakota, the state was not

included in this table.
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IV. NATIONAL OVERVIEW OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

In addition to completing the descriptive profiles of
the states' claims collection systems, and confirming or
modifying the placement of states within the classifi-
cation typologies, we used the the survey data to
develop a nationally representative picture of various
claims collection processes, useful both as a profile of
processes about which little was known previously and as
a guide for the FSPOS Phase III intensive assessments.

Section A of this chapter reviews the procedures used to
select the survey sample. The next three sections
discuss, respectively, the organization of the claims
collection process vis a vis the national caseload; the
level of automation in the local FSAs; the use of
managerial and monitoring tools; as well as various
methods for detecting overissuances in the local FSAs.
Finally, Section E outlines possible issues for further
assessment in the area of claims collection in the third
phase of the FSPOS project.-

A. SELECTION OF THE LOCAL FSA SAMPLE

A local FSA sample of adequate size was essential for
generating accurate estimates of the proportion of the
national caseload administered by local FSAs which use
particular claims collection methods. As discussed in
Chapter I of this report, a stratified random sample of
187 local FSAs was drawm from a universe of approxi-
mately 2,900 local FSAs.- The selection ptobablllty for
each local FSA was proportienal to the size of its
household caseload within its respective state. The
population of local FSAs was stratified by state in
order to provide some confirmation of the claims
collection approach used at the local level as reported
in the census by states which exhibited little local
variation, and to improve the efficiency of the sample
estimates of the different claims collection approaches
that were reported in the cengus by states which
‘exhibited substantial: sx::a;:nn at the local level. The
overall efficiency of the sample was further enhanced by

“allocating about 75 percent of the sample to the strata
which exhibited substantial variation at the local

- level. Either 2 or 5 local FSAs were selected from each
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state. The selection of 2 local agencies from states
which exhibited little variation at the local level was
expected to be sufficient to confirm the census-based
profile. The selection of 5 local agencies from states
which exhibited substantial variation was expected to be
sufficient to satisfy the descriptive requirements of
the study, although the standard errors at the indivi-
dual state level would be large. The precision
requirements for drawing national-level estimates
(accurate to within 10 percent of the true population
percentage) can easily be met with the total of 187
sites selected under this plan.l/

While the loss of data for 16 local FSAs due to
interview refusals is unfortunate (particularly in terms
of developing the descriptive profiles of those states),
and may inject some nonresponse bias into the national
estimates, the 171 local FSAs for which data are
available is still a sufficient basis for deriving
national estimates. In fact, the unavailability of data
for the 16 local FSAs represents only about 1 percent of
the caseload of the total number of local FSAs.

B. ORGANIZATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

As shown in Table IV.l, the level of responsibility for
claims collection activities rests largely with the
local agencies. For all stages of the claims collection
process following claims referral {(that is, investiga-
tion, establishment, collections, follow-up, suspension,
and termination), the local agencies alone are respon-
sible for about 53 percent of the caseload. State-only
responsibility accounts for about 1 percent of the
caseload, while the claims of 46 percent of the caseload
are the responsibility of various combinations of state,
district, and/or local agencies.

As noted in Chapter II, responsibility for claims
collection shifts somewhat to state FSAs as higher-level
stages (that is, collections, follow-up, suspensions,
and terminations) are reached in the claims collection
process. State FSAs are solely responsible for
postestablishment functions for about 11 percent of the
caseload (an increase of about 10 percentage points from

l/See Appendix C for the rationale behind the survey sample
selection procedures.
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ORGANIZATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS:
PERCENT OF CASELOAD IN LOCAL AGENCIES

WITH SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Characteristic

Percent of Caseload

Structure of Food Stamp Program
State-administered
State-supervised/county-administered

Level of Responsibility
for Claims Collection Process--

Following Claims Referral:
Local/county only
Local/county and district/region
and/or state
District/region and/or state only

Following Claims Establishment:
Local/county only )
Local/county and district/region

and/or state
District/region and/or state only

Specialized Staff
Claims/collections staff or unit
Fraud/investigations staff or unit

Food Stamps Claims Collections Integrated with:

AFDC

Medicaid

General Assistance
Any of the above

38
62

53

58

31
11

79
83

83
31
69
83
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state-only responsibility for all stages following
referral); local agencies have sole responsibility for
postestablishment functions for the majority of cases.

In addition to the centralization of the later stages of
the claims collection process at the state level, the
activities of the claims collection process are often
concentrated in local agencies through the efforts of
specialized staff or units.

Specialized staff include claims/collections staff and
fraud/investigations staff who are responsible for
functions specific to the claims process. Claims or
collections staff are specialized staff within the FSA
who focus on both fraud and nonfraud claims at any stage
of the claims collection process; fraud or investi-
gations staff focus primarily on investigating and
establishing cases of suspected fraud. These specia-
lized staff may be workers who have specifically defined
responsibilities within the local office or may be part
of specialized units at the local, regional, and/or
state level.

Specialized staff in the local agencies are involved in
various stages of the claims collection process and have
diverse responsibilities. As shown in Table IV.1,
claims/collections staff or units handle some aspect of
the claims process for about 79 percent of the caseload
that are covered by the local agencies; specialized
fraud or investigations staff handle some aspect of the
claims process for 83 percent of the caseload covered by
the local agencies.

The organization of the claims collection process also
varies in terms of the extent to which the food stamp
claims process is integrated with the claims processes
of other programs (i.e., AFDC, Medicaid, and General
Asgsistance). High levels of program integration may
facilitate detecting overissuances more efficiently and
may reduce the administrative costs of the food stamp
claims collection process.

Local FSAs that represent 83 percent of the national
caseload integrate food stamp claims collection with
AFDC claims processes. In fact, if program integration
occurs at all at the local level, the food stamp claims
process is always integrated with the AFDC claims
process at the very least. Food stamp and General
Assistance claims processes are integrated in local
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offices that cover 69 percent of the caseload. Food
stamp and Medicaid processes are integrated far less
frequently.

C. AUTOMATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Automation of the claims collection process is quite
widespread in the local offices and supports most of the
national caselocad. As indicated in Table IV.2, 83
percent of the national caseload are covered by local
agencies in which some or all of the claims collection
process is automated; these automated systems are often
the systems that are made available by the state to the
local offices. The functions performed most frequently
by the automated systems are the recoupment amount
calculation and the deduction of the recoupment amount
from the food stamp issuance. Nearly one-half of the
caseload are covered by local offices whose available
automated systems calculate the overissuance amount.

The generation of demand letters is the function
performed least often by the automated systems available
in the local FSAs.

However, the census and survey data may somewhat
underreport the level of automation in the local
agencies, particularly for calculating the recoupment
amount and deducting the recoupment from the food stamp
issuance, two functions that are also frequently
performed by an agency's automated food stamp certifica-
tion system. Such underreporting may have occurred due
to the separate questions in the claims survey instru-
ment on automated claims processes and automated food
stamp certification systems, While the interview
instruments do not differentiate between the two types
of automated systems in questions on the automation of
specific claims functions, a comparison of census data
on automated certification systems with census and
survey data on claims collection suggests that the
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AUTOMATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS:
PERCENT OF CASELOAD IN LOCAL AGENCIES

WITH SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

94

Characteristic

Percent of Caseload

Claims Collection Process is Automated
Yes
No

Functions Performed by the
Automated System:
Calculation of overissuance amount?
Calculation of recoupment amount
Deduction of recoupment from issuance
Generation of demand letters?
Maintenance of history of:
Case actions
All actions
Most recent actions only
Recoupment
Other claims payments
Claims suspensions

83
17

44 ,45
65
77
20,21

13
26
54
31
49

4The first figure is for fraud (or suspected fraud) cases, the second for

nonfraud cases.
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distinction may have been made in some cases.2/

However, the differences in the reported availability of
automation for various functions do not contradict the
general profile of highly automated functions in the
claims collection processes of local agencies.

The automated systems reported on by the local FSAs are
less likely to perform managerial functions, such as
maintaining a history of the dates of various actions
taken on overissuances and claims. As shown in Table
IV.2, local agencies which maintain an automated history
of either recoupment dates or claims suspensions cover
approximately one-half of the national caseload. Local
offices that maintain data on other claims payments in
their automated systems cover less than one-third of the
caseload. Dates of case actions are maintained by local
agencies less frequently, although local agencies are
twice as likely to hold dates of the latest overissuance
and claims actions than to hold dates for all such
actions,

D. MANAGING THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

The ability of local, district; and state FSAs to manage
the claims collection process across different office
levels that are involved in various claims functions may
depend in part on the use of certain managerial and
monitoring tools which might be expected to contribute
to the effectiveness of the process.

The managerial tools reported on by the local FSAs, and
examined in this section, include: internal reports;
staff training, established time limits, and manuals on
the policies and procedures of the claims collection
process; and methods for monitoring aspects of
individual claims cases.

: ee?t1f1catxon sys:ems (ACSs) were one of the
topasaafeat covered in the censis of state FSAs. A
comparison of census data on ACSs with census data on claims
collection activities reveals some variations. ACS census
data, for example, indicate that automated food stamp
certification systems calculate the recoupment amount in 14
states in which claims census respondents indicate that the
automated systems do not calculate the amount.
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Summary reports are widely used managerial tools among
local FSAs. As shown in Table IV.3, officials from
local agencies which represent the majority of the
national caseload indicate that routine summary reports
are prepared by either the state or local agency, or
both., These reports assess the efficacy of various
stages of the claims collection process and often
communicate information on the claims process among the
state, district, and local units involved in the
process, Officials from local agencies that cover about
84 percent of the caseload indicate that summary reports
are prepared by their respective state FSA; 77 percent
of the caseload are covered by local agencies in which
the reports are prepared by the local offices. That 63
percent of the caseload are represented by local
agencies in which claims reports are prepared by both
the state FSA and the local office might indicate that
summary reports are perceived as useful managerial tools
at the state and local levels, and that they are not
strictly a functional responsibility of either FSA
level.

Routine reporting on the status of individual cases with
overissuances and claims receives less attention as a
managerial tool, and functional responsibility for
preparing those reports is shared less often by state
and local FSAs. Local offices for 57 percent of

the caseload indicate that status reports are prepared
by the state agencies, while about 47 percent of the
caseload are covered by local offices which prepare the
status reports at the local level. Local offices that
cover 19 percent of the caseload share responsibility
with their respective state agency for preparing status
reports.

As shown in Table IV.3, staff training and the
availability of written policy and procedures manuals
pertaining specifically to the claims process are
reported to be widely used managerial tools in the local
offices. Staff training is provided in local agencies
that represent 97 percent of the national caseload. As
was discussed in Chapter II, the training is provided
most frequently for new employees, while refresher
training and retraining (following rules changes, for
example) are provided for existing staff when

necessary. Staff training in the local offices tends to
examine the entire range of topics: claims referrals,
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MANAGEMENT OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS:

PERCENT OF CASELOAD IN LOCAL AGENCIES
WITH SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Characteristic

Percent of Caseload

Routine Summary Reports Prepared by:

State agency
Local agency
Both

Neither

Routine Reports on the Status of
Individual Cases Prepared by!
State agency
Local agency
Both
Neither

Training in Claims Collection

Processes and Procedures Provided

Written Manual on Claims Collection

Available to Staff

Establishing Time Limits
for Processing Claims int
State agency
Local agency
Both
Neither

Established Tracking System
Yes
No
Do not know

Established Tracking System for:
Computer match hits
Other apparent overissuances
Referrals?
Investigations

- Established claims?
Claims collections
Suspended claims?
Disqualified individuals

a

84
71
63

2

57
47
19
15

97

98

39
60
24
26

63

69
59,58
72,69
75,86

85
13,76
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Characteristic

Percent of Caseload

Tracking System Is Automated
Yes
No

Established System for Signalling Staff
that a Case Requires Further Attention
Yes
No

System of Flags Is Automated
Yes
No

Established System for Sorting Claims
by Their Chronological Age

Yes

No

System for Aging Is Automated
Yes
No

81
19

70
30

15
85

8
92

4The first figure is for fraud (or suspected fraud) cases, the

second for nonfraud cases.
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the detection of overissuances, the prevention of
overigsuances, investigations, and food stamp
regulations and laws.

Written manuals which provide information on the
policies and procedures of the claims collection process
are available to the office staff of local agencies that
represent 98 percent of the national caseload.

Establishing time limits to control the processing of
various claims collection activities may be effective at
reducing the backlogs of potential claims. As shown in
Table IV.3, time limits are used more often by local
agencies than by state agencies. Officials from local
agencies that cover 60 percent of the national caseload
report that time limits are used by those offices;
officials from local agencies that cover only 39 percent
of the caseload report that their state FSA use time
limits to control claims collection activities.

Three primary methods are used by state and local FSAs
to monitor the progress of individual overissuances

and claims: established processes for tracking over-
issuances or claims; systems for signalling workers that
certain cases require further actionj and methods that
sort and report on overissuances or claims based on
their chronological ages.

As shown in Table IV.3, systems that track the status of
individual overissuances and claims through at least
part of the claims collection process are used by local
agencies that represent 93 percent of the national
caseload. Most of those systems (81 percent) are
partially or totally automated, Greater than 75 percent
of the caseload are covered by local agencies which
track disqualified individuals, claims collections, and
established claims. Approximately 11 percent more of
the caseload are covered by local agencies which track
fraud ‘cases (86 percent) than

cases (75 percent). The wide percentage difference may

-be due to the fact that responsibility for establishing
-claims (particularly for fraud cases) often rests at the

state rather than at the local level, and that tracking
systems, in general, tend to be more common in state
than in local offices.

Established systems that flag cases for the requisite

staff are available to local agencies that represent 92
percent of the national caseload. As is the case with
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tracking systems, the majority (70 percent) of
the flagging systems are automated.

Processes that sort and report on overissuances and
claims according to their chronological ages may be
important in terms of evaluating the timeliness of
various stages of the process, determining when prompts
for action are necessary on pending cases at various
stages of the process, and facilitating the efficient
execution of claims collection operations. Of the three
monitoring tools examined, systems for aging claims
affect the fewest households, according to national
estimates. Only about 15 percent of the national
caseload are represented by local offices which have an
established system, either manual or automated, for
aging claims. Unlike the state aging systems, which
tend to be automated (as noted in Chapter II), local
offices that represent only 8 percent of the caseload
use automated aging systems.

In the first stage of the claims collection process,
overissuances are discovered, and steps are taken to
initiate the claims process. Various detection methods
are used by agencies to identify the overissuances, some
perceived to be more effective than others.

Table IV.4 shows that local agencies are likely to use
most of the detection methods available to them. Nearly
all (more than 99 percent) of the caseload are repre-
sented by local agencies that use hotlines and informal
complaint systems, Quality Control (QC) and recertifica-
tion reviews, and conflicting information from the
recipient to detect overissuances. In addition, greater
than 90 percent of the caseload are represented by local
offices which use computer matches of wages and unearned
income, duplicate participation checks, conflicting
information from other agencies, and supervisory reviews
to identify the overissuance. Other methods that are
used nearly as often include special investigation units
and internal audits. Computer matches of resources and
error-prone profiles are used less frequently than the
other methods, but are still used by local offices that
repregsent over one-half of the national caseload.

While nearly all available detection methods are used,
the methods ranked by local offices as among the more
effective include only a few of those available
approaches. Local agencies that cover 78 percent of the
national caseload rank computer matches of wages among
the three most effective detection methods. In
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TABLE IV.4

METHODS USED TO DETECT OVERISSUANCES:
PERCENT OF CASELOAD IN LOCAL AGENCIES
WITH SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Characteristic Percent of Caseload

Using the Detection Method:

Computer Matching on

Wages 98

Unearned income 91

Resources 60
Duplicate Participation Check 92
Error-Prone Profile 56
Hotline/Informal Complaint : 100
Internal Audit 86
QC Review 100
Recertification Review 99
Special Investigation Unit 90
Information from Other Agencies 97
Information from Recipient . 99
Supervisory Reviews 96
Other? 4

Ranking the Detection Method Among
the Three Most Effective:

Computer Matching on Wages 78
Computer Matching on Unearned income 54
Recertification Review 52
Error-Prone Profile 21
QC Review 13
Special Investigation Unit 13

Information from Recipient
Hotline/Informal Complaint
Supervisory Reviews

Duplicate Participation Check
Internal Audit

Information from Other Agencies
Computer Matching on Resources -
Other? - Do

-
NN W PN -

2Includes Aayrtosdayq&:;igitiggsof the caseworker, reference checks,
random home visits, employment program, peer review, monthly reporting,
and external audits.
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addition, greater than 50 percent of the caseload are
represented by local agencies which rank computer
matches of unearned income and recertification reviews
among the three most effective. Error-prone profiles
rank among the three most effective methods in local
offices that cover 21 percent of the caseload.

E. TISSUES FOR FURTHER ASSESSMENT

The census of state agencies and the survey of local
offices provide a clear picture, not previously
available, of how the states operate their claims
collection processes. However, this picture is
incomplete without an understanding of the costs and
effectiveness of the various approaches used by the
states to collect claims. Thus, the following are four
possible directions that FNS might want to pursue in the
intensive assessment phase of the FSPOS project in the
area of claims collection: an examination of the
specific characteristics of the claims systems that are
thought to be associated with lower costs and greater
effectiveness of claims collection activities} an
examination of the costs and effectiveness of types of
claims systems (e.g., highly centralized and automated
systems that utilize a number of managerial tools); case
studies of particularly noteworthy claims systems; and
in-depth examinations of particular components of the
claims collection process (e.g., the level and extent of
automation).

Selected organizational and managerial characteristics
of claims collection systems believed to be associated
with the efficiency and effectiveness of the claims
system are examined throughout this report. Unfortu-
nately, the limited data available from the census and
survey make it difficult to clearly examine the rela-
tionship between a characteristic of the claims
collection process and its effectiveness.

Thus, one question might form a useful starting point
for the intensive assessment phase of the FSPOS

project: What specific characteristics of the claims
collection process are associated with lower costs or
more effective claims processes? This approach would of
course require in-depth information on the costs and
effectiveness of systems, as well as information from a
large number of sites, in order to derive and then
estimate the desired statistical models adequately.
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process would be identified as the least expensive
and/or most effective claims collection process.3/

Since this qualitative approach would focus on
relatively few sites, little, if anything, could be said
about the degree to which any findings apply to the
universe of claims collection processes. However, this
approach may provide FNS with important, if tentative,
information on what different processes are likely to
cost and how effective they can be.

The third possible focus for the intensive assessments
might include indepth case studies of a limited number
of sites selected because certain aspects of their
claims collection operations appear to be particularly
effective. The intensive assessments would focus on
measuring the costs and effectiveness of these exemplary
systems, as well as providing systematic descriptions of
their organizations and operations. The indepth studies
of particularly effective local agency claims collection
systems may provide valuable guidance to officials in
states that are considering changes in their claims
collection systems.

Unfortunately, little information is available from the
census, survey, or other sources to help identify
particularly promising systems. Without conducting a
study similar to either of the two possible directions
discussed above, not enough data are available to
identify the more promising claims collection
approaches. However, case studies of exemplary systems
may be considered an appropriate extension to the
analysis of data following either of the preceding two
assessment alternatives.

E/This comparison requires that the descriptive typologies
used to categorize the sites distinguish between the
important differences in the claims collection approaches.
To the extent that unmeasured factors affect the cost and/or
effectiveness of the claims process (e.g., staff morale),
the comparison across typologies may mistakenly attribute
the differences in the costs and/or effectiveness of the
systems to the wrong characteristics. Detailed descriptions
of the operation of the claims collection process by the
sites in the sample will help identify any factors not
incorporated in the descriptive typologies.
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Finally, the intensive assessment phase might examine in
detail one particular aspect of the claims collection
process, For example, since increased automation of the
claims collection process is viewed as one factor that
contributes to a system that is both more efficient and
less expensive, the use of automation by the FSAs could
be the focus of indepth study.

The analyses of the census and survey data on claims
collection processes, and the comparison of those data
with census data on automated certification systems,
clearly indicate that state and local systems vary
widely in terms of the level and extent of automation
available in the local offices. The level of computer
automation to support claims collection activities
varies from state to state and county to county;
functions range from automatically computing the
overpayment amount to monitoring the timely follow-up of
each step in the claims collection process. A more
extensive examination of selected local FSA automated
systems may provide a clearer picture of state and local
systems—-whether such systems are separate from the
agency's automated food stamp certification system, and,
if so, what claims functions are performed by which
system. Further activities in the intensive assessment
of automated systems might include the following:

o Based on structured discussions with agency staff,
determining the relative importance of each automated
function in terms of contributing to an effective
claims collection process

o0 Based on the features identified in (1), identifying
those sites which currently use the most
sophisticated automated functions

o Developing a clear nontechnical report that describes
the issues that are being addressed by the automated
system, as well as how it works and its perceived
benefits

o Developing clear functional descriptions for the most
effectively implemented system identified. These
functional descriptions could then be used by other
sites to guide them in adopting similar automated
features.

105



Table of Contents

REFERENCES

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition
Service. State Tables of Activity Ranking, Plus,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Agriculture, April
1986.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Office of Inspector
General. Management of Food Stamp Claims. Washington,
D.C.t U.S. Department of Agriculture, January 1985.

107



APPENDIX A

Table of Contents




APPENDIX A

Table of Contents

CHAPTER II SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES

NOTES:

1.

2.

3.

4.

In the census of state FSAs, states were asked to
report on the claims collection process in the
majority of their counties. In the survey of local
FSAs, local agencies were asked comparable questions
as they applied to that agency. As a result, table
entries may appear inconsistent; that is, a
particular local agency may report state involvement
on a claims function while the state may report
generally local involvement (and vice versa).
Although the local FSAs selected for the survey were
not representative samples within the states, to the
extent that the survey dats supplement the census
data, the survey data should be viewed as refining
the states' descriptive profiles. In the 2 states
for which census data were not avallable (California
and North Dakota), the survey data should be viewed
as the general characterization of the states’
claims collection process.

Three survey questionnalires were administered to the
local agencies, two of which repeated all of the
questions related to the table entries. Because the
third questionnaire was administered to local FSAs
in 14 states where the claims collection process is
predominantly state=operated, it is an abbreviated
version of the other survey questionnaires.
Consequently, some questions in the tables are not
relevant for some local agencies. Questions which
are not relevant are noted by "#**" {n the tables.

In general, local FSAs were asked to report omn
activities they performed, and not on state-level
functions. As a result, some questions were not
applicable to a particular local office: These
questions asre noted by "NA" in the tables, and,
vhere appropriate, are explained further in table
footnotes.

The question numbers noted in each table relate to
the relevant question in the state census
questionnaire. (Questions comparable to those in
the census instrument, where relevant, appear in
each of the survey instruments.)
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State- Level of Responsibility for Operation of the Claies Process (Q1.00) Use of Specialized Staff
Supervised/ Investigations Establishment Collections Follow-Up for Delinquent Claims  Suspension/Termination Claims/ Fraud/
County- Suspected Collections Investigations
Jurisdiction Administered Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Monfraud Fraud  Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Staff or Unit Staff or Unit
Alabama Yes L L L L L L L L L L S
Bibb L L L 8 L L L L L L
Etowah L L LS L L L L L L L L )
Franklin L L LS L L L L L L L L s
Mobile L t LS L L L L L L L L L,S
Morgan L.S L L8 L L L L L L L
Alaska No L L H N S S S ) H S S
Anchor age-Muldoon L L S S S S S S S s
Ketchikan L L S S S S S S S S
Arizona Ho LS LS 3 S S S S S LS S
Maricopa L L S s S S S S L
Nava jo L L S S S S S S L
Arkansas No L L S S S S H s S S S S
Clay L L S H S S S s S S
Phillips S S S S S S S S S S
*California Yes
Los Angeles L L L L L L L L L L L,S L
San Bernmardino L L L L L L L L L L L
San Joaquin L L L L L L L L t L L L
* Sonoma

* Yolo
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State- tevel of Responsibility for Operation of the Claims Process (Ql.00) Use of Specilalized Staff
Supervised/ Investiqations Establishment Collections Follow-Up for Delinguent Claims  Suspension/Termination Clains/ fraud/
County- Suspected Collections Investigations
Jurisdiction Administered fraud Monfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud  Nonfraud fraud Nonf raud Fraud Nonfraud Staff or Unit Staff or Unit
Colorado Yes L L L L L L L L L L L L
Boulder L L L L L L L L L L {
Denver L L L,5 L L L L L L L L L
Gunnison-Hinsdale L L L L L L L L L L L
* Mesa
Pueblo L L L L L L L L L L L L
Connecticut No S L,$ S L,S S S S N L,S L.S L.0.S N
* New Haven
* Torrington
Delaware No LS S S S S S S S S S S S
New Castle L.5 LS S S S S S S S S
Suss ex LS LS S S S S S S S S
District of Columbia® Mo s S s s s s S s s s s s
Florida No S 0 S D D D )] D D D D,S 0
Dade L,$ L S L L,S LS L L L L L
Polk L L L,S L L L L L L
Georgia Yes L5 L L,S L L,$ L LS L L t s
Bibb LS L S L LS L L,S L L L L L,0,8
Colquitt S t S L L L L,S L L L L L.0
Fulton S L S L L L t L L L L L.D
Madison L,S L S L LS L L.S L L L D
* Peach
Guam® No 3 s s s s S s 5 s S S s
Hawa i No L.S L S L s s S s Hab HAD s
Honotulu L.S L N L LS L,S L,S L,S NA NA
Maui LS L S L LS LS S S NA NA
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State- Leve) of Responsibility for Operation of the Claims Process (Q1.00) Use of Specialized Staff
Supervised/ Investigations Establishment Col lect ions Follow-Up for Delinguent Claims  Suspension/Terminat ion Clains/ Fraud/
County- Suspected Collections Investigations
Jurisdiction Adeinistered Fraud Nonfraud Fraud MNonfraud _Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Staff or Unit Staff or Unit
Idaho No L,S L L L L0 L0 L0 LD LD L0 L0 L,0,5
* Ada
* Bonneville
* Canyon
* Owyhee
* Shoshone
1 Yinois No LS L,S L,S LS S S S S S S S H
Cook Co. (Ashland) LS L $ S S S S S S S
Cook Co. (Englewood) L L S S S S S S $ S H L,
Cook Co. (Garfield) L,5 L S S S S 5 S S S S L,S
Cook Co. (S. Subwrban) L,5 L S S ) s S s H s
Greene L L S S S 5 S S S s
Indiana Yes L L L L L L L,$ LS L L L
Adams L L L,S L,S L L L L L LS
Allen L L L L L L L L L t L L
Marion L L LS L,S L L LS L,$ L L L L
Scott L L L,S LS L8 L L L L L
Wayne L L L, L,$ L L L L L t S.L L
Towa No LS LS LS L, S s S $ H S S S
lowa L L L,S L ) s 5 S S N
Webster LD L,0 L,$ LS S S S ) S
Kansas No L,0 L 0 L L0, L,$ 0,s S S S D
Cherokee L.0 L LD L L.0,s L.S L,0,8 () S S D
Franklin L0 L0 LD L L,0,5 .8 n,s S S S D
Linn L,0 L L.D L L0 L 0,s S S S D
Wichita L L L L L,$ LS L,$ LS S S L,$ L
Wyandotte L L L L L L LS S S S S L
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State- Level of Responsibility for Operation of the Claims Process (Q1.00) Use of Specialized Staff
Supervised/ Investigations Establishment Collections Follow-Up for Delinguent Claims Suspension/Termination Claims/ Fraud/
County- Suspected Collections Investigations
Jurisdiction Administered Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonf raud Fraud Nonfraud Staff or Unit Staff or Unit
Kentucky No LS LS LS LS LS L,S L,$ LS S S L, S
Bell LS L L L L. L,S L.S L,S S S L,S S
Carter LS L L,S L LS LS S S S H L,0.S S
Hart LS L L L L,S L,$ S S S S S S
Jefferson L,S L L L L,S LS L,S LS S S L L,S
Todd L5 L L L LS L.S S S S S 0,S S
Louisiana No LD L0 S S S S S S S S S 0.s |
Caddo L0 L,0 S N S S S S S S S
Lincoln LS LS S S S S S S S S S r
Orleans L0 L0 S S S s S S S H s,D L
St. Tammany L,D L,0 S S S S S N S S S
Tangipahoa L0 L,0 S S S S S S S S S L
> Maine No L L L L L L L L s s s s
- Augusta t L L L L L LS L,$ L.S LS s
Lewiston L L L L L L L L L L
Maryland Yes LS LS L,S L LS L L,S L L L L LS
Allegany L L L L LS LS S S t L LS
Baltimore City L L L L L L L t L L L L,S
Baltimare Co. L L L L L L L,S L8 L L L.S
Frederick LS L L,S L L L L L L L L L
Montgomery LS L L L L L L L L.S L.S L,S
Massachusetts No S L,s S S S S S S S
Malden S L8 S S S S S S S S S
Roslindale S LS S S S S S S S S S
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State- Level of Responsibility for Operation of the Claims Process (Q1.00) Use of Specialized Staff
Supervised/ Investigations Establishment Collections  Follow-Up for Delinquent Claims  Suspension/Terwinat ion Clatms/ Fraud/
County- Suspected Collections Investiqations
Jurisdiction Administered  Fraud Monfraud  Fraud MNonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Staff or Unit Staff or Unit
Hichigan No S L s L, L L S S L L LS L8
Berrien LS L L L LS LS LS L,$ LS L,$ L L,S
Branch LS L L L L5 LS S S s S L L,
Macosb L,S t L L LS LS s S L L L L
st. Clair [ L L L [ LS S S LS L.S LS L
Wayne L,S L L L LS L L L L L L L,S
Minnesota Yes L L L L L L L L L,S LS L t
Clay L L L L L L L L L L L L
Dakota L5 L S L L L L L LS L.S
Hennep in L L L L L L L L LS LS L
Ramsey L L L L t L t L L,$ L,s L L
Maseca LS L wd L L L L L L
Mississippi o L,$ LS S S LS L,5 L L S S L,S S
Attata LS L,$ S s L8 L5 S 5 s H
Hinds L5 LS S S L.S L,S L L S S L, L
Lowndes L,S L5 S S LS L.§ LS L,S S S L
Madison LS$ L,5 S S LS L,$ L L S 5 S L
Tishomingo L L S S L5 LS L,$ L,5 S S
Missouri No L L D.S n,s L.S L.$ L.S L5 L.S LS D
Buchanan S L S L s S LS LS S S L S
Jackson L5 L LS L L,§ L,$ s S S S LS S
Lafayette L,5 L S S L,S L,S S S S S S
Pettis LS L S LS L,$ [ 0K K LS LS S
St. Louis L,$ L S L LS L, S S S S LS t,§
Montana Yes. L L LS L S S N S S S S
Cascade L L L L LS L5 S S S S L
Lewis & Clark L.S LS S L LS t,s S s s S L
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State- Level of Responsibility for Operation of the Claims Process (QL.00) Use of Specialized Staff
Supervised/ Investigations Establishment Collections follow-Up for Delinquent Claims  Suspension/Termination Claims/ fraud/
County- Suspected Collections Investigations
Jurisdiction Administered Fraud MNonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud fraud Honf raud Fraud Nonfraud Staff or Unit Staff or Unit
Nebraska No L.S L L L LS L S L S L,$ S
Grand Island LS L LS L.S L L L L L,S L.S
Lexington L,S L S S LS L L L L,S L.S L L,S
Lincoln L.S LS L.S LS L L t L S S
Omaha LS L L,5 L.S L,5 L L.S L L.S L L LS
Seward LS L L L, S L S L S L
Nevada No L L L L L L L L L LS L
Clark L L L L L L L L L L L
Washoe L L L L L L L L L L L
MNew Hampshire No S S S S S S S S S S S S
Dover L L S S S S N S S S .
Keene S S S N S S S S S S
Wew Jersey Yes L L t L L L L L L L L L
Burlington L L L L L L L L L L L L
Camden L L L L L L L,$ L, L,S L, t L
Essex L L L L L L L L L L L L
Huds on L L L L L L L L L L L L
Middlesex L L L L L L L L L L t L
New Mexico No L.S L LS L S S S S S
Bernalillo [ L L L S S S S N S S S
Cibola L,S L L L S S S S S S N
New York Yes L t L L L L L L L t LS L
* Broome
Cortland L L L L L.S LS L,S LS L.S L,s L
Erie L t L L L L L L L L LS L
New York City L L L L L L L L L L L L

* Onondaga
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Investigations

Monfraud

Suspected
Jurisdiction _Mdainistered Fraud
North Carolina L t
Craven L L
Forsyth L L
Halifax L L
Haywood L [
Yancey L L
*North Dakota
Cass L
Emmons L5 L
Grand Forks L L
Mountrafl t L
Stutsman L.S L
Ohio L L
Cuyahoga L L
Delaware L L
Franklin L L
Mahoning v L
Richland L L
Ok 1ahoma LS L5
Carter LS LS
Custer L5 L.8
Oregon L,0,$ L0
Albany L,0,8 LS
Cottage Grove L,0,s LS
East Portland L,0,8 LS
Springfield LS L
West Eugene L,0,8 L0

Level of Responsibility for Operation of the Claims Process (Gl 00)

Follow-Up for Delinquent Claims  Suspension/Termination

Use of Specfalized Staff
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Collections Investigations
Staff or Unit Staff or Unit
L L
L L
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L L
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L
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N
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TABLE A.1 (continued)

State- Level of Responsibility for Operation of the Claims Process {Q1.00) Use of Specialized Staff
Supervised/ Investigations Establishment Collect ions Follow-Up for Delinguent Claims  Suspension/Termination Claims/ Fraud/
Count y- Suspected Collections Investigations
Jurisdiction Administered Fraud Monfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud _ Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Staff or Unit Staff or Unit
Pennsylvania No L,S L,S L,S L,S S S S S S S L,S
Lycoming L L L,S S LS LS N S S S S
Philadelphia (Center) L L S S S S S S S S S
Philadelphia (Ogontz) LS L S S H S S S S S S
Philadelphia (West) LS L S S S S S S S S S
Westmoreland LS L (983 S LS L,$ S S S S
Rhode Island No LS L S S S S S S S S S S
Providence L,$ L S S S S S S N S
Warwick L,S L S S S S S N S S
South Carolina Yes LS L L,S L L L L L L L L
Darlington L L t,S L L L L L L L L L
Georgetown LS L L L L L L L L L L L.S
Newberry LS L LS L L L L L L L L L
Orangeburg LS L L L L L L L L L L
Richland L,S L L,0 L L0 L L L L L t LS
South Dakota No L L L L D,s 0,s D.S D,S S S L.D,S
Bennet t L L L L 0,S 0.$ 0,s 0,s S S
Davison L L L L 0,s 0,S 0,s D,s S S
Tennessee No L L L.S L,S LS L L,S L L,S L,S L
Davidson L L L,S L,S L,S L L,S L L,0,S L,0,S L L
Susner L.D L L.0 L,0 L,0 L L.0,S L L.D L.D 0,S L.0
Texas No [} 0 L.0 L.D S L0 S L,0 S L L.0 L,S
* Bexar
DeWitt D L D L ] L D L L L L
* Harris
Smith S L 0,S L S t S L S L S

Tarrant L.S LS s D L,D D L0 0 NAC NAC ] 0
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TABLE A.1 (contirnued)

State- Leve)l of Responsibility for Operation of the Claims Process (Q1.00) Use of Specialized Staff
Supervised/ Investigations £stablishment Collections Follow-Up for Delinguent Claims  Suspens fon/Terminat fon Clains/ Fraud/
Count y- Suspected Collections Investigations
Jurisdiction Adninistered Fraud Monfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud  Monfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Staff or Unit Staff or Unit
Utah Ho L L S S S S S S S S LS
Region 28 L L S S S N S N S S
Region 7A L L S S s S S S S S L
Vermont Ne S L L L S S L L L L S
Hart ford i S L L t s S L L L L
St. Albans L8 L L L LS LS L,S [ L,S L,$
virginia Yes L L t,$ L L.S L5 t L t.s L.5 L t
Charlotte L L L.S L L L L L L L L
Hampton IC L L LS L L L L,5 L L L L L
Norfolk IC t t L t t L L 3 L L L t
* Portsmouth
Pulaski L L L8 L LS L L L L L L
Virgin Isiandgs® No L.D L0 0 0 0 0 s s s s 0 S
Washington No L L L,S L s s S s s S LS S
Benton L L L L 3 S S S S S L S
King-Rainier L L L L s S S S S S L D
Pierce i L L,8 L5 S S S S S S L
Spokane L L L L S S S S S S L S
Vancouver L L L L S S S S S H L L
West Virginia o b 0 1] S S N N [} [} S S
Beck ley 0 D [ 1} S $ s
Charleston 0 D D D ] [} D 0
Wisconsin Yes L L L L L L L L L L L
Bayfield L L L L L L L L L L
Douglas L t L L L L L L L L L
Nilwaukee L L t L L L L 8 t L L.0 L
Rock L L L L L L L L L L L L
Sauk L L L L L L L L L L
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State- Level of Responsibility for Operation of the Claims Process (Ql.00) Use of Specialized Staff
Supervised/ Investigations Establishment Collect ions Follow-Up for Delinguent Claims  Suspens ion/Terminat ion Claims/ Fraud/
County- Suspected Collections Investigations
Jurisdiction Administered fraud Nonfraud Fraud  Nonfraud Fraud  Nonfraud Fraud Nonf raud Fraud Nonfraud Staff or Umit Staff or Unit
Wyoming No L L L,S L L L L,S LS S S L.S
Carbon L t L,S LS L,$ L.S S S S S S S
Crook L,S L S L t,s L,$ LS LS L5 LS LS
Freemont L L L.S LS L.$S L, L L L.S L,S S L
Natrona L L L t L,5 LS s S S S
Park L L LS L,S L L L,S LS S S S

*State or local FSA refused interview.
MA The question is not applicable to this local FSA system.
OK The information was not available at the time of the interview.

KEY: Level of Responsibility and Specialized Staff: L = Local
0 = District/Region

S = State

NOTES: The claim referral stage of the claim collection process is not included under the table entry "Level of Responsibility” because it is a Yocal/county function in all

states. The table entry "Use of Specialized Staff" is drawn from a series of 15 questions which focus on the division of responsibilities for the varjous stages of the
claims process. Those questions are Q5.00, Q5.05, Q5.17, Q5.24, Q6.07, Q6.08, Q7.00, Q7.01, Q8.02, (8.08a, Q8.08b, (8.08c, 09.00, Q9.07, and Q9.13 in the census

instrument, and corresponding questions in the survey instrument plus Q1.01.

3The District of Columbia, Guam and the Virgin Islands were not included in the loca) FSA survey because most claims collection activities are centralized in the state-level FSA,

YHawaii does not suspend or terminate claims.
CTarrant County, Texas does not suspend or terminate claims.
dfraud is so seldom suspected, it has never been pursued in this local FSA.
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Collectiop

Process 1
lntegrated Follova for Suspenslon/
Deltnguent Claimg Feminatlon
Alabama No
Bibh No
E"tn\ﬂh Yes A A A A
Frank)in Yes A
Mobi e Yes A A
Margan Ko
Alaska Yes A A A A A A
de’m-mwm .
Ketchinan bl
Arfzong Yes A,G AG A,G A,G AG A6
Maricopy b
Rava jo b
Arkansas Yes AM,G AN, G AN, G AM.G AM.G L N
Clay had
Phid tips hia
*California
Los Angeles Yes A6 AG
San Bernarding Yes A A A A A A
San Joaquin Yes A A A A A
* Sonoma

* Yolo
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TABLE A.2 (continued)
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Claims
Collection Stage of the Claims Collection Process (Ql.02)
Process Is
Integrated Follow-Up for Suspension/
Jurisdiction (Q1.01) Referral Investigations Establishment Collections Delinguent Claims Terminat ton
Colorado Yes AN AN AN
Boulder Yes AM.6 AM,G AM.G A MG A MG A.M.G
Denver No
Gunnison-Hinsdale Yes A A
* Mesa
Pueblo Yes AN AM AM
Connecticut Yes A A A
* New Haven
* Torrington
Delaware Yes AM,G ANMN.G AM,G " OANG AMG AM.G
New Castle e
Sussex bl
District of Columbia? Yes AN,G AM,G
Florida Yes AM AM AN AN AM AM
Dade i
Polk e
Georgia Yes A A A A A
Bibb Yes AN A
Colquitt Yes A A
Fulton Yes AM AM AM AM A A
Madison Yes A A A A
* Peach
Guan® Yes A A A A A A
Hawaii Yes AM.G AM,G AM,G A MG AM.G
Honolulu e

Maui

-
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Claims
Collection Stage of the Claims Collection Process (Q1.02)
Process Is
Integrated Follow-Up for Suspension/
Jurisdiction (q1.01) Referral Investigations Establishment Collections Delinguent Claims Terminat fon
Idaho ' Yes AM AM AM AM AM AN
* Ada
* Borneville
* Canyow
* Owyhee
* Shoshone
I inois Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G A MG A MG AM.G
Cook ‘fo, {Ashland) Yes AM,G AM.G
Cook-Co.  {Eng)ewood) Yes A,G A.G
Cook. Co, {Garfield) Yes AG AG
Cook o.:"(S. Suburban)  Nes A A
Greent ' Yes A A
Indiana Yes AM AN AM AM A A
Adams o
Al len Yes AM AM AM A M AM AN
Marion Yes A A A A
Scott Yes A A A
wWayne - Yes A A A A A A
lowa Yes . AM AN AN AM AM AM
Towa ol
Webster il
Kansas Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G A MG
Cherokee Yes AM,.G A MG AM,G A,G AG
Franklin Yes AMG AM,G AM,G AM,G
Linn Yes AM, G AMG AM,G AM,G
Wichita Yes AMG AM,G AM,G
Wyandotte Yes AMG AM,G AM,G AM.G AM,G
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Claims

Collection Stage of the Claims Collection Process (Q1,02)

Process Is
Integrated Follow-Up for Suspension/
Jurisdiction (Q1.01) Referral Investigations Establishment Collections Delinguent Claims Terminat ion
Kentucky No
Bell No
Carter Yes AM AM AM A
Hart No
Jefferson Yes AM A A
Todd No
Louisiana Yes AM,G AM.G AM,G A MG AM.G AM.G
Caddo Yes A A
Lincoln Yes A A
Orleans Yes AM AM
St, Tammany Yes A A
Tangipahoa Yes AM AM
Maine Yes A A
Augusta Yes A
Lewiston Yes A
MaryYand Yes AM,G AM,G AM.G AM.G AM.G AM.G
Allegany Yes A.G A,G A,G A,G
Baltimore City Yes A G AG AG AG A,G A,G
Baltimore County Yes AM,G AM,G A.G A.G A,G A.G
Frederick Yes AN, G AM,G AM,6 AM,G A MG AM,G
Mont gomery Yes AM,.G AM,G AM,G A MG AM,.G AM,G
Massachusetts Yes AM,G AM,G AM.G AM,G AM.G AM,G
Malden Yes A,G
Roslindale Yes A,G A.G A,G A,G AG A,G
Michigan Yes AM,.G AM.G A.G A.G A6
Berrien Yes AM.G AM,G AM,G AM.G AM,G AM,G
Branch Yes AM.G AM.G AM,G A MG A,G A.G
Macomb Yes AM.G A M, G AM,G AM,G A MG AM.G
st. Clair Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G AM.G AM.G AM.G
Wayne Yes A.G A,G A,G AG A.G AG
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Claims
Collection Stage of the Claims Collection Process (Q1.02}
Process Is
Integrated Follow-Up for Suspension/
Jurisdiction (g1.01) Referral Investigations Establishment Collections Delinguent Claims Terminat fon
Minnesota Yes A AM,G A A A A
Clay” Yes AM,G AM.G AMG AM.G AM,G A,G
Dakota No
Hennepin Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G AM,G AM.G
Ramsey ' Yes AM,.G
Waseca Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G AM,G AM,G AMG
Miss issippi! Yes AN AN AM A A A
Attalla ¢ Yes A A K A A
Hinds No
Lowmdes Yes AM AM AM AM AM AM
Madison Yes AM AM ]
Tistiomingo Yes AM AM AM AM
Missouri Yes AM,G AM,G AMG AM.G AMG AMG
Buchanan Yes AM.6 AM,G AM.G A MG AM,G AM.G
Jackson Yes AM,.G AM. G
Lafayette Yes AM,.6 AM.G AM,G AM,G AMG AM,G
Pettis Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G A MG A,M,G
St. Louis Yes AM,G AM,6 AMG AM,G
Montanmd'! Yes AN, G AM,G AM,G AN,G AM,G AM,G
Cas¢ade Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G AM,G
Lewis & Clark Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G AM,G
Nebraska No
Grand Island Yes A A A A A A
Lexington Yes A A A A
Lincoln Yes AN AM A
Onasha Mo
Seward Yes AM AM AN AM AM AM
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Claims
Collection Stage of the Claims Collection Process (Ql.02)
Process Is
Integrated Follow-Up for Suspension/
Jurisdiction {Q1.01) Referral Investigations Establishment Collections Delinquent Claims Terninat ion
Nevada No
Clark il
Washoe hid
New Hampshire Yes AM,G
Dover il
Keene bl
New Jersey Yes AN AM AM AM AM AN
Burlington Yes AM AM AN AN AN AM
Camden Yes AM AM AM AM AM AN
Essex No
Huds on Yes AM,G AM,G
Middlesex Yes AN AM AM AN AM
New Mexico Yes AM,G AM,G AM.G A MG AM,G AM,G
Bernalillo Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G AM,G AM.G AM.G
Cibola Yes A A A
New York Yes AM.G A MG A MG AM.G AM.G AM,G
* Broome
Cortland Yes AM,G AN, G AM,G AM,G AM,G AM,G
Erie Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G AMG AM.G AM,G
New York City Yes A.G A.G A.G AG A.G AG
* Onondaga
North Carolina Yes AM.G
Craven No
forsyth Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G AM,G AM,G AM,G
Halifax Yes AM.G AMG AM,G AM,G
Haywood Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G A MG AM.G AM,G
Yancey No
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Claims
Collection Stage of the Claims Collection Process (Q1.02)
Process Is
Integrated Follow-Up for Suspension/
Jurisdiction {qL.01) Referral Investigations Establishment Collections Delinguent Clains Terminat ion
*North Dakota
Cass Yes A A A A A A
Emmons Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G AM,G AM.G AM,G
Grand Forks Yes AM AM AM AM AM
Mountrail No
Stutsman Yes AM AM AM AM AM AM
Ohio Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G A A MG AM,G
Cuyahoga Yes AM,G AM,G AM.G A MG AM.G AM.G
Delaware Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G
Franklin Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G A MG AM,G AM.G
Mahoning Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G AM.G AMG AM,G
Richland Yes AM.G AN, G A,G
3l> Ok 1ahom Yes AM AN AM AM AM AM
: Carter e
Custer .
Oregon Yes AM, 6 AM,G AM.G AM,G AM.G6 A MG
Albany Yes AM,G AM,G
Cottage Grove Yes A A
East Portland Yes AMG AM,G
Springfield Yes AM,G AM.G AM,G
West: Eugene Yes A6 A.G AG
Pernsylvinia Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G AM,G AM.G AM,G
Lycoming Yes AM,G AM,G
Philadelphia (Center) Yes AM,G AM,G
Philadelphia (Ogontz) Yes AG A,G A.G A,G A,G AG
Philadelphia (West) Yes AM, G AM,G AM,G A MG AM,G AN, G
Westmoreland Yes AM,G AM,G
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Claims
Collection Stage of the Claims Collection Process (Q1.02)
Process Is
Integrated Follow-Up for Suspension/
Jurisdiction {QL.01) Referral Investigations Establishment Collections Delinguent Claims Terminat fon
Rhode Island Yes AM,G AM,G AM.G AM.G AM,G
Providence bl
Warwick hid
South Carolina No
Darlington Yes AM,G AN, G A.M,G A AM,G AM,G
Georgetown No
Newberry Ho
Orangeburg No
Richland No
South Dakota Yes A A A A AM AM
Bennett e
Davison il
Tennessee Yes A A
Davidson Yes A
Sumner Yes A A
Texas Yes AM AM AM AM A M AN
* Bexar
DeWitt Yes AM AM AM AM AM AM
* Harris
Saith No
Tarrant Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G AM.G AM.G AM,G
Utah Yes AM,G AM,G AM,G AM.G AM.G AM.G
Region 2B -
Region 7A il
Vermont Yes AM.G AM,G AM,G AM.G AM.G AM.G
Hartford b

St. Albans

R
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TABLE A, 2 (continued)

*State or local FSA refused interview.
**This question was not asked in the interviews with local FSA respondents in states where the claims process is predominant ly state-operated.
0K The information was not available at the time of the interview,

KEY: Programs: A = AFDC or ADC
M = Medicaid
6 = General Assistance or General Relief

%fhe District of Columbia, Guam and the Virgin Islands were not included in the local FSA survey because most claims collection activities are
centralized in the state-leve) FSA,

Table of Contents




17-v

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE AUTOMATED CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS,
BY STATE AND LOCAL FSA

TABLE A.3

Table of Contents

Functions Perforwed by the Automated Claims Collection Process

Clatas Calculation of Calculatfon of Deduct fon of Naintenance of Maintenance of Maintenance of
Process Is Mount of Asount of Recoupment Amount  Generation of History of History of Claiss Paywents History of Claims
Automat ed Overissuance Recoupment from Issuance Demand Letters Case Actions Recoupment Other Payaents Suspensions
Jurisdiction (93.09) {Q3,05) {§3.07) (3. 07) (Q3.07) {Q3.08) (g3.08) {93.08) (Q3.08)
Alabasa Yes No No Yes o Yes Yes Yes Yes
8ibb Yes o No Yes Ho o Ko No Mo
Etowsh Yes o o Yes %o Yes® Yes Yes Yes
Frank)in Yes 1o No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Hobile Yes Yes No No Mo Latest only Yes Yes Yes
Morgan bl WY ! Yes Yes Yes No No No (™ "o
Alaska T Yes Yoz Yes Yes No Ves Yes Yes Yes
Anchorage-Mu tdoon “ Yes - Yes Yes Yes Yes [ ] Mo No Mo
Ketchikan © Yes Yes Yes? Yes Yes® Yes? Yesb Yes® Yes
Arizona Yes -] Yes Yes o Latest only Yes Yes Yes
Maricopa Yes No Yes Yes DK Yes Yes Yes Yes
Nava jo Yes Mo Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Arkans a8 Yes o Yes Yes Yes? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Clay Yes Yo Yes Yes Mo o No No No
Philltps - o
“California
Los Angeles Yol : Mo . Yes Yes No Latest only Yes Yes Yes
San Bernardino Yes no Mo No No Mo Yes Yes No
San Joaquin No
* Sonoma

* Yolo
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TABLE A.3 {continued)

Table of Contents

Functions Performed by the Automated Claims Collection Process

Clains Calculation of Calculatfon of Deduct fon of Maintenance of Maintenance of Maintenance of
Process Is Amount of Amount of Recoupment Amount Generation of History of History of Claims Payments History of Claims
Automated Overissuance Recouvpment from Issuance Demand Letters Case Actions Recoupment Other Payments Suspensions
Jurisdiction {Q3.09) {Q3.05) {Q3.07) {Q3,07) (Q3.07) {Q3.08) {Q3.08) {Q3.08) {Q3. 08)
Colorado Yes No Yes Yes o No No No No
Boulder Yes No No Yes No Mo No No No
Denver Yes No No No Mo No No Mo No
Gunnison-Hinsdale Yes Mo No Yes No No Mo No No
* Mesa
Pueblo Yes Yes Yes Yes Mo Yes Yes Yes Yes
Comnecticut Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No
* New Haven
* Torrington
Delaware Yes No Yes Yes No- No Yes No No
New Castle Yes No 0K Yes Yes No No Mo No
Sussex No
District of Columbia®  Yes No Yes Yes [ Yes Yes Yes Yes
Florida Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No
Dade Yes Yes Yes Yes o No No No No
Polk Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Georgia Yes Yes® Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Bibbd Yes Yes® Yes© Yes Yes® Yes Yes Yes No
Colquitt Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No
Fulton Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes® Yes Yes Yes Yes
Madison Yes Yes Yes Yes Ves® Yes Yes Yes No
* Peach
Guan? No
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TABLE A. 3 (continued)

Table of Contents

Functions Performed by the Automated Claims Collection Process

Claies Calculation of Calculation of Deduct fon of Maintenance of Haintenance of Maintenance of
Process Is Amount of Maount of Recoupment Amount  Generation of History of History of Claims Payments History of Claims
Automated Overissuance Recoupment from Issuance Demand Letters  Case Actions Recoupment Other Payments Suspensions
Jurisdiction (03.09) {93.05) {@3.07) (03.07) _(93.07) (Q3.08) (g3.08) 193, 08) {03, 08)
Hawati Yes No No Yes No ¥o Yes Yes Mo
Honoluly Yes No Yes Yes Yes Ho Yes Mo No
Maui No
Idaho o'
* Ma
* Bonneville
* Canyon
* Owyhee
* Shoshone
Minois Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cook Co. (Ashland) Yes o No No Yes Yes Yes Yas Yes
Cook Co. (Englewood) Yes No Yes Yes Yes Latest only Yes Yes Yes
Cook Co. (Garfield) Yes o No Yes Yes Latest only Yes Yes Yes
Cook Co. (S, Suburban) Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Greene Yes o No Yes Yes Latest only Yes Yes Yes
Indiana Yes No No No Mo Latest only No Mo Mo
Adams o
Allen No
Marion No
Scott Ko
Wayne Yes No Yes Yes Mo Yes Yes Yes Yes
lowa Yes No Yes Yes Yes Latest only Yes Yes Yes
Towa L[
Webs ter o .
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TABLE A. 3 (continued)

Table of Contents

Funct ions Performed by the Automated Claims Collection Process

Claims Calculation of Calculat lon of Deduct ion of Maintenance of Maintenance of Maintenance of
Process Is Asount of Amount of Recoupment Amount Generat ion of History of History of Claims Payments History of Claims
Automated Overissuance Recoupment from Issuance Demand Letters Case Actions Recoupment Other Payments Suspensions
Jurisdiction (Q3.09) {Q3.05) {Q3.07) (Q3.07) (g3.07) {Q3.08) (Q3.08) {Q3.08) {Q3. 08)
Kansas Yes No No Yes Yes Latest only Yes Yes Yes
Cherokee No
Franklin No
Linn No
Wichita Yes No No No No No No No No
Wyandotte Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Kentucky Yes No No Yes No No Ko Yes Yes
Bell No
Carter No
Hart No
Jefferson No
Todd No
Louisiana Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Caddo Yes No Yes Yes No No No No No
Lincoln No
Orleans No
St. Tammany No
Tang ipahoa No
Maine Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No
Augusta Yes No No Yes No No No No No
Lewiston Yes No No No No Yes o o
Mary land Yes No No No No No Yes Mo No
Al legany Yes wo Yes Yes o No Mo o L
Baltimore City Yes No No Yes No No No No No
Balt imore County Yes No No Yes Ho No o No No
Frederick Yes Wo No Yes Ho No Ko No o
Mont gomery Yes Yes Yes Yes Mo Ho Yes No No
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TABLE A.3 (continued)
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Functions Performed by the Automated Claims Collection Process

Claims Calculation of Calculation of Deduct fon of Maintenance of Naintenance of Maintenance of
Process Is Anount of Anount of Recoupment Amount  Generation of History of History of Claims Payments History of Claims
Automated Overissuance Recoupment from Issuvance Demand Letters Case Actions Recoupment Other Payments Suspensions
Jurisdiction {q3.09) {43.08) (03.07) (Q3.07) _(g3.07) {Q3. 08) (Q3.08) (Q3.08) {Q3.08)
Massachusetts Yes No Yes Yes Yesb No Yes Yes Yes
Malden Yes No Ho No Yesb Ho No No Mo
Ros)indale No
Wichigan Ves No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes®
Berrien Yes o Yes Yes Mo No Yes Yes No
Branch . Ves Mo Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Macomb Yes Mo Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
st. Clair Al ] - Mo No Yes Yes No Yes Yes K
Wayne Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Ko No No
Mimesota yasd ) No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Clay Yes [ Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dakota Yes No No Mo No No No o o
Hennepin Yes Mo Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Rams ey Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Waseca Yes No No Yes Yes No No No o
Mississippt Yes No No No Yes No Yes [ 3 Yes®
Attala No
Hinds Ro
Lowndes No
Madison No
Tishomingo No
Missourt Yes o Mo No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Buchanan Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Mo Mo Mo No
Jackson Yes Ho Yes Yes Yes No No No No
Lafayette Yes Yes No Yes 0K Latest only Yes Yes Yes
Pettis Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
St. Louis Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
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TABLE A.3 (continued)
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Functions Performed by the Automated Claims Collect{on Process

Claims Calculation of Calculation of Deduct fon of Maintenance of Maintenance of Maintenance of
Process Is Amount of Amount of Recoupsent Amount Generation of History of History of Claims Payments History of Claiams
Automated Overissuance Recoupment from Issuance Demand Letters Case Actions Recoupment Other Payments Suspensions
Jurisdiction {q3.09) (q3.05) {Q3.07) (Q3.07) {93.07) {Q3. 08) (Q3.08) (93.08) (Q3.08)
Montana Yes No No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Cascade No
Lewis & Clark Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes o ¥o Mo Mo
Nebraska vesd No No Yes Mo No Yes Yes Yes
Grand Island Yes No No Yes No Mo No No No
Lexington No
Lincoln Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Omaha Yes No Yes Yes No Mo Yes Yes Yes
Seward Yes o No Yes No Ho YesP o o
Nevada Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Clark Yes o Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Washoe Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
New Hampshire Yes No No No No No Yes No No
Dover No
Keene No
New Jersey Ko
Burlington Ne
Canden Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Essex Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Huds on No
Middlesex No
New Mexico Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Bernalillo Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No
Cibola Yes No No No Yesd No No NolNo
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TABLE A.3 (continued)

Table of Contents

Functions Performed by the Automated Claims Collection Process

Claims Calculation of Calculation of Oeduct fon of Maintenance of Maintenance of Maintenance of
Process Is Mmount of Aaount of Recoupment Amount  Generation of History of History of Claims Payments History of Claias
Automated Overissuance Recoupment from Issuvance Demand Letters Case Actions Recoupment Other Payments Suspensions
Jurisdiction {Q3.09) {03.08) {93.07) {Q3.07) (Q3.07) {Q3.08) (Q3.08) {93.08) (Q3. 08)
New York Yest o Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No
* Broome
Cortland Yes No Ho Yes No o No No No
Erie ; Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No o
Mew York City Yes Yes Yes Yes No o Yes o Yes
* (nondaga
North Carelina Yes o Yes Ves Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Craven | ji¥es Mo Yes Yes Yes o No No No
Forsyth;gé Yes Yo No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Halifax Yes ™ No Yes Yes o ¥o o o
Haywood | . . . Yes No Yes Yes < Yes ] No Mo No
Yancey . Yo o No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Mo
*North Dakgta
Cass Yo Yes Yes Yes Mo No Mo No No
Emmons Y Yes Yes Yes No Mo o No No
Grand Forks Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Nountraf} ¥ “
Stutsean o
Ohio Mo
Cuyahoga No
Delaware Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes o No
Franklin Yes N ‘o Yes Mo Mo No o Mo
Mahoning Yes o Ho Yes Mo No Yes bo No
Richland o
Ok lahoma Yes L Yes Yes Ko Mo Yes Yes Mo
Carter o ‘

Custer No




TABLE A, 3 (continued)
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Functions Performed by the Automated Claims Collection Process

Claims Calculation of Calculation of Deduct fon of Maintenance of Maintenance of MNaintenance of
Process Is Amount of Amount of Recoupaent Amount Generat ion of History of History of Claims Payments History of Claims
Automated Overissuance Recoupment from Issvance Demand Letters Case Actions Recoupment Other Payments Suspensions
Jurisdiction {93.09) {Q3.05) (Q3.07) (q3.07) (Q3.07) (Q3.08) {Q3.08) {Q3.08) {q3.08)
Oregon Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Albany Yes Yes No No No Mo No No No
Cottage Grove Ho
East Portland Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Springfield No
West Eugene Yes o Yes No No Mo No No Mo
Pennsylvania Yes No No No Yes Latest only Yes Yes Yes
Lycoming Yes No DK Ok DK No No Mo No
Philadelphia (Center) Yes Mo Yes Yes Yes No No No NO
Philadeliphia (Ogontz) VYes No No No No No No Mo No
Philadelphia (Mest)  Yes No No No No No No No No
Westmore land No
>
,1, Rhode Island Yes No Yes Yes Ko Latest only Yes Yes No
oo Providence Mo
Warwick Yes No Yes Yes No No No No No
South Carolina Yes Yes Yes Yes o Yes Yes Yes Yes
Darl ington Yes Mo No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Georgetown Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Newberry Yes No No No o Ho Yes Yes Yes
Orangeburg Yes No No Yes Mo Yes Yes Yes Yes
Richland Yes Yes No Yes o No Yes Yes Yes
South Dakota Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Bennett Yes No Yes Yes Mo Yes Yes Yes Yes
Davison Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tennessee No
Davidson Yes Yes No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Suaner Yes9 No No No o %o No No No
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TABLE A.3 (continued)

Functions Performed by the Automated Claims Collection Process

Clains Calculation of Calculation of Deduct fon of Maintenance of Maintenance of Maintenance of
Process Is fmount of Amount of Recoupment Amount  Generation of History of History of Claims Payments History of Clains
Automated Overissuance Recoupment from Issuance Desand Letters  Case Actions Recoupment Other Payments Suspensions
Jurisdiction {q3.09) {Qg.085) {q3.07) {93.07) (Q3.07) {g3.08) {Q3.08) {Q3. 08) {Q3.08)
Texas Yes No Yes Yes Yes® Latest only® Yes Yes Yes
* Bexar
DeMitt Yes No Yes Yes [ ] Latest only Yes Yes Yes
* Harris .
Saith Yes Ko No No No No Yes Yes Yes
Tarrant Yes No No Yes o o No No No
Utah Yes "o Yes Yes Mo No Yes Yes Yes
Regton 28 Yes No Yes© Yes© No Mo Yes Yes Yes
Reglon 7A - Yes Mo No No K No No No No
Yermont ; Yu %o Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Hartford o Yes o Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
St. Albans Yes [ o No Yes®© Yes Yes Ves Yes
Virginia Yes No Ko No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Charlotte o
Hampton IC Yes Mo No Yes No o No ] No
Morfolk IC No
* Portsmouth
Pulaski Ho
Virgin Istands® Yes Yes Yes Ves Yes No No [ Mo
Washington Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Benton o
King-Rainier . Yes No Yes Yes Mo No No No No
Plerce No .
Spokane No

Vancouver No




TABLE A. 3 (continued)
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Functions Performed by the Automated Claims Collection Process

Claias Calculation of Calculation of Deduct fon of Maintenance of Maintenance of Maintenance of
Process Is Amount of Amount of Recoupment Asount Generation of History of History of Claies Payments History of Claims
Automated Overissuance Recoupment from Issuance Demand Letters Case Actions Recoupment Other Payments Suspensions
Jurisdiction (Q3.09) (03.05) {Q3.07) (Q3.07) {@3.07) (Q3.08) {Q3.08) {Q3. 08) {Q3.08)
West Virginia Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes No No
Beckley Yes No No Yes No No No No No
Charleston Yes No No Yes No No No Mo No
|
Wisconsin Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Mo No ¥o Yes
Bayfield Yes Yes Yes Yes "o Yes Yes Yes Yes ‘
Douglas No
Milwaukee Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Latest only Yes Yes Yes
Rock Yes No Yes Yes Mo No Ko No No
Sauk Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wyoming Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Carbon Yes No No Yes Mo No No No No
Crook vesh o No No "o o No %o No
3l> Freesont No
8 Natrona No
Park No

*State or local FSA refused interview,
DK Information was not available at time of interview.

| 3The District of Columbia, Guam and the Virgin Islands were not included in the local FSA survey because most claims collection activities are centralized in the state-level FSA,

| bThe response is positive for nonfraud overissuances and/or claims only,
| “The response is positive for fraud (or suspected fraud) overissuances and/or claims only.
dThe automated claims collection system does not cover the entire state,
®Last 3 letters only.
fldano installed a new computer system in November 1986 that may include some claims collection components.

I Iautomat fon is 1imited to the caseworker entering potential claiss into a computer 1ink-up with the regional office where the cases are investigated and established.

| "Autoution is limited to selected tracking functions.
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THE USE OF SUMMARY AND STATUS REPORTS IN THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS,

TABLE A 4

BY STATE AND LOCAL FSA

Table of Contents

Product ion
Frequency with Routine Reports of at Least
Rout ine Which Most of General Routine Reports on the Status of General One Set of
Summary Rout ine Sumsary the Summary Distribution on the Status of Individual Cases Distribution Status
Reports Reports Prepared, Reports Are of Susmary Individual Cases Prepared, by of Status Reports Is
Are Prepared by Stage of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports Automated
Jurisdiction (Q2. 00} (g2.01) _(ge.on) (Q2.01) (Q3.14) {93.15) (Q3.15) {Q3.18)
Alsbama Yes R.E.C,D,S M AL,AS,CS Yes R,E.D ALAS,CL Yes
Bibb Mo, No o
Etowsh * ™
Franklin ] No
Mobi le Yes £.C ] Cl No
Morgan Yes L] cL No
Alaska Yes 1.C.D.S M AS,CS Yes RY,E,0° CS.FS Yes
Anchorage-du tdoon bl No
Ketchikan it Ko
Arizona Yes R.I.E.CS L] AL.AS,CL,CS Yes R,E.D AS,CS Yes
Maricopa b No
Nava jo e Yes R A Yes
Arkansas Yes R,1,6,C,0,8 ] AL,AS,CS,FS Yes R,E,D CS.FS Yes
Clay bl No
Phillips i Mo
*California
Los Angeles Yes £,C,0,8 Q fL.Q No
San Bernardino Yes R, 1.£.C,D L] CL No
San Joaquin o No
* Sonomd

* Yolo
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TABLE A. 4 (continued)

Table of Contents

Product fon
Frequency with Routine Reports of at Least
Rout ine Which Most of General Routine Reports on the Status of General One Set of
Summary Rout ine Susmary the Summary Distribution on the Status of Individual Cases Distribution Status
Reports Reports Prepared, Reports Are of Summary Individual Cases Prepared, by of Status Reports Is
Are Prepared by Stage of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports Automated
Jurisdiction (2. 00) _{Q2.01) (Q2.01) (Q2.01) (Q3.14) {Q3.15) {Q3.15) {Q3.15)
Colorado Yes C AS, QL No
Soulder Yes R,L,E,C,S CL No
Denver Yes R,1,E.C,S CL No
Gunnison-Hinsdale Mo No
* MHesa
Pueblo Yes E,C.S ] CLAL No
Comnecticut Yes R,E,C L] AL, AS Yes E.D AL AS No
* New Haven
* Torrington
Delaware Yes £.C " AS No
New Castle hid No
Sussex il No
District of Columbia® Yes R,1,€,C,0,S ] AS,CS,FS Mo
Florida Yes R.1%,6 ¢.0,s M AS,CD,FD Yes E.D o) Yes
Dade L Yes R,E,D a Yes
Polk bl Yes R,E,D a No
Georgia Yes R,I,E,C L] AL AS No
Bibb Yes £.C.D,S L] CL AL Yes €,0 [+ § Yes
Colquitt Yes RP.10,E,c N CLAL No
Fulton Yes £,C,S M CLA No
Madison No No
* Peach
Guam? Yes R.1,E,C,D,S q CS.FS No
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TABLE A. 4 (continued)

Table of Contents

Product ion
Frequency with Routine Reports of at Least
Rout ine Which Most of General Routine Reports on the Status of General One Set of
Sumnary fout fne Summary the Summary Distridbution on the Status of Individual Cases Distribution Status
Reports Reports Prepared, Reports Are of Susmary Individual Cases Prepared, by of Status Reports Is
Are Prepared by Stage of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports Automated
Jurisdiction _.{q2.00) {Q2.01) (g2.01) {Q2,01) (03.14) {3.1%) {Q3. 15} (3.15)
Howa i Yes LEC N AS,FS Yes RO, £b ob Fs Yes
Honolulu el Mo
Hauil bl No
Idaho Mo No
* Ada
* Bomeville
* Canyon
* Owyhee
* Shoshone
INinois Yes R,1.E.C,D,S " CS,FS No
Cook Co. (Ashlamd) Yes R I ] AL No
Cook Co, {Englewood) Mo Ho
Cook Co. (Garfield) Yes R,1 L] AL No
Cook Co. (S, Suburban) . Yes 1 " AL AD No
Greene No No
Indiana Yes R,1,EC.D M0 AS Yes D AS No
Adans Yes c L] AS No
Allen Yes R 1,E,C,0,5 N CL,AS Yes R.E,D CLAS No
Marion 1 Yes R,I,E.C L} CL,ALAS Yes E AS Ko
Scott o No
Wayne  Yes 1%.E,¢.0,5 M cL,cs No
Towa Yes £,C.D,8 N AL,AS,CS Yes E.D cs Yes
Towa - No
Webs ter bl No
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TABLE A.4 (continued)

Table of Contents

Product fon
Frequency with Routine Reports of at Least
Rout ine Which Most of General Routine Reports on the Status of General One Set of
Summary Rout ine Summary the Sussary Distribut ion on the Status of Individual Cases Distribution Status
Reports Reports Prepared, Reports Are of Summary Individual Cases Prepared, by of Status Reports Is
Are Prepared by Stage of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports Automated
Jurisdiction {Q2. 00) {q2.01) {g2.01) (Q2.01) (Q3.14) {Q3.15) {93.15) (Q3.15})
Kansas Yes £.C,0,S M AD,AS Yes E,0 AL,AD,AS Yes
Cherokee Mo No
Frankl in Ho No
Linn No Yes E A No
Wichita Yes £.C ] CLA No
Wyandotte Yes R, 1,E,C,D [} CL,ALFS Yes (3] ALFL Yes
Kentucky Yes R,1,E,C,D L] AS,CS Yes R,.E [ No
Bell Yes R,E,C,D L] CL,AL,CS Yes R,E A CS No
Carter Yes RE,C L] co,cs Yes R,E co,Cs No
Hart Yes R.1,E,C L] cL,Cs Yes R,E cs No
Jefferson Yes R.E.C,D N AL, FL No
Todd No Yes R,E €0.CS No
Louisiana Yes €,C,0,$ L] CS,FS Yes R,E,D CS,FS Yes
Caddo Mo No
Lincoln No No
Orleans No Mo
St. Tammany Mo No
Tangipahoa Yes R, I L} AL Mo
Maine No No
Augusta No No
Lewiston Yes R,1,E,0,S L] CLAL Yes E AL No
Maryland No No No
Allegany o No
Baltimore City Yes C L] AL No
Balt imore County Yes R,I,C M AL Mo
Frederick Yes £,C ] CL Yes D AL No
Montgomery Yes R,I1.E,C,D,S L] AS No
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TABLE A 4 (continued)

Table of Contents

Product fon
Frequency with Routine Reports of at Least
Rout ine Which Most of General Routine Reports on the Status of Genera)l One Set of
Sumnary Rout ine Summary the Summary Distribution on the Status of Individual Cases Distritution Status
Reports Reports Prepared, Reports Are of Summary Individual Cases Prepared, by of Status Reports Is
Are Prepared by Stage of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports Automated
Jurisdiction {g2.00) (g2.01) (Q2.01) {g2.01) {@3.14) (Q3.15} Q3. 15) _{gq3.15)
Massachusetts No Yes R.E ALAS,CS Yes
Malden Ho No
foslindale L] No
Michigan Yes'' 1,¢,0.8 L] AL,AS,CL,CS,FLFS  VYes E,D AL,AS,CL,C5,FLFS Yes
Berrien Yes R,1%,E,C,0,8 N AL,FS Mo
Branch No No
Macoub No No
st. Clair Ho Ho
Wayne Yes C,0.8 L] CL AL Yes E,0 CL,AS Yes
Minnesota Yes £.D.S ALAS Yes E.D A Yes
Clay Yes ¢ AL Yes RE,E,D o No
Dakota o No
Hennepin Yes R,E,C,S L] AL Yes E,0 A Yes
Ramsey Mo Yes ED a Yes
Waseca No o
Mississippl Yes 1,£,C,0,5 N AL,AD,AS,.FS No
Attala L ' No
Hinds Mo No
Lowmdes ‘Ho No
Kadison ‘No No
Tishomingo Mo Mo
Missouri Yes R,1,E,C,.D,8 AL FD Yes R,E\D ALFD Yes
Buchanan Yes 1 AL Mo
Jackson No No
Lafayette Yes 1 ] CLAL No
Pettis No No
St. Louis Yes R, I M AL Ko
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TABLE A. 4 {continued)

Table of Contents

Product fon
Frequency with Routine Reports of at Least
Rout ine Which Most of General Routine Reports on the Status of General One Set of
Summary Rout ine Summary the Summary Distribution on the Status of Individual Cases Distribution Status
Reports Reports Prepared, Reports Are of Summary Individual Cases Prepared, by of Status Reports Is
Are Prepared by Stage of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports Automated
Jurisdiction (Q2.00) (g2.01) _{Q2.01) (Q2.01) (@3.14) (Q3.15) (Q3.15) {03.15)
Montana Yes £,C.0,S M AL, CS Yes £,0 A Yes
Cascade No Ho
Lewis & Clark No Mo
Nebraska Yes R,1,C,0,8 L] AL,AS Yes R,E,D AL,AS Yes
Grand Island Mo No
Lexington No L1
Ltincoln No No
Oasha Yes C ] AL Yes R,E.D a Yes
Seward No No
Nevada No Yes £ CL.cs Yes
Clark - No
Washoe w Yes £.0 a Yes
New Hampshire Yes R,1,E,C,0 L] AS,CS,FS No
Dover il No
Keene bl No
New Jersey Yes [ L] AS, QL Yes R,E,D AS,CL Yes
Bur! ington Yes R,1,E.C,0,S N c,cs,of No
Canden Yes R.1LES.C.S M CLLFL.AL Mo
Essex Yes R.1E2,C.0.5 M AL.AS Ho
Hudson Yes c L} AS No
Middlesex Yes 1,ebc.s ] AL Yes 3 AS No
New Mexico Yes R,E,C (] AL,AS,CS Yes R,E As,CL Yes
Bernalillo No No
Cibola No No
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TABLE A.4 (continued)

Table of Contents

Product ion
Frequency with Routine Reports of at Least
Rout ine Which Most of General Routine Reports on the Status of General One Set of
Sumsary fout ine Susmary the Sumsary Distribut fon on the Status of Individual Cases Distribution Status
Reports Reports Prepared, Reports Are of Summary Individual Cases Prepared, by of Status Reports Is
Are Prepared by Stage of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports Automated
Jurisdiction (Q2.00) (92.01) (g2.01) (Q2.01) _(03.14) (Q3.15) {93. 15) (Q3.15)
New York Yes c.0,s L] AL,AS,CL,CS FL No
* Broome
Cortland Yes R,IE,C AD No
Erte Yes E.C CLA Yes (v} Mo
Hew York City Yes f,1,£,C,0,5 LA Yes ED a Yes
* Onondags
North Carolina Yes E.C.S L} ALAS No
Craven Yes R,C.0 M AL Ho
Forsyth Yes LE%C.S “ FLAL Wo
Halifax Yes R,1,E,C,0,5 M CLA Yes E,D AL No
Haywood No No
Yancey o Ho
*North Dakota
Cass No No
Emmons Mo Yes R.E,D AS No
Grand Forks Yes C L] ALAS Yes R,E.D AS Yes
Mountrail No Yes RE AS Yes
Stutsman o No
Ohio o Yes R,E,D AS Yes
Cuyahoga Yes £,6,0.8 M CLAL No
De)aware Yes (481 Q AS Yes E ALAS No
Franklin Yes R,1,C.S L] CL.AL Yes R.E,D QAL o
Mahoning Yes £.S Q FL,AD,AS No
Richland o No
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TABLE A. 4 (continued)

Table of Contents

Product jon
Frequency with Routine Reports of at Least
Rout {ne Which Most of General Routine Reports on the Status of Genera! One Set of
Susmary Rout ine Summary the Sumsary Distribut fon on the Status of Individual Cases Distribution Status
Reports Reports Prepared, Reports Are of Summary Individual Cases Prepared, by of Status Reports Is
Are Prepared by Stage of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports Aut omated
Jurisdiction {g2.00) {Q2.01) {Q2.01) {§2.01) (03.14) {03.15) {93.1%) _(93.15)
Ok 1ahoma Yes R,1.£,C,S M CS,FS No
Carter b No
Custer - No
Oregon Yes R.t.C,0,S M AL,AD,CS Yes R,E,D AL,AD,AS,CS Yes
Albany No No
Cottage Grove o %o
East Portland Yes R,1 M AL No
Springfield No No
West Eugene No Ho
Pennsylvania Yes R,C cL,Cs No
Lycoming Yes AL No
Philadelphia (Center) Mo No
Philadelphia (Ogontz) No No
Philadelphia (West) Mo No
Westmoreland No No
Rhode Island Yes R, I1°,€.C.0 " cs No
Providence b No
Warwick hid No
South Carolina Yes R,1,€,C,D,S M AL,AS Yes R.E,D AL LAS 0K
Darlington Yes R,1,E,C,D,S M cL No
Georgetown Yes R,1,E,C,D,S L] CL.AL Yes ED CcL Yes
Newberry Yes R,E,C,0,S ] LA Yes R.E,D CL,AL Yes
Orangebury No No
Richland Yes R,1,E,C,D,S ] CL,AS Yes R,E,D CL.AL Yes
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TABLE A. 4 {continued)
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Product fon
Frequency with Routine Reports of at Least
Rout ine Which Most of General Routine Reports on the Status of General One Set of
Suasary Rout ine Summary the Summary Distribution on the Status of Individual Cases Distribution Status
Reports Reports Prepared, Reports Are of Summary Individual Cases Prepared, by of Status Reports 1s
Are Prepared by Stage of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports Automated
Jurisdiction _{02.00) (92.01) (Q2.01) {Q2.01) {03.14) (Q3.15) (93.15) {03.15)
South Dakota Yes E.C,D,S N AL,AD,CD,CS Yes R,E c,CS Yes
Bennett foind No
Davison bl o
Tennessee o No
Davidson Mo No
Susner L] No
Texas Yos R,1,6%,¢,0,5 " AD,AS Yes £.0° AS,CO,FS Yes
* Bexar
Deldi tt Yes: : A,1,E,C,0.5 L] Ref, Yes R.E,D AN No
* Harris
Smith [ No
Tarrant Ho No
Ut ah Yes R,1.£,C,D,S M CL,CS Yes R,E [» Yes
Region 28 L4 No
Region 7A il No
Vermont Yes R.E,C,0,S " AL,AS Yes R.E,D ALLAS No
Hartford hoid Yes RED A Yes
St. Albang L No
Virginia Yes E.C.S L] AL Yes E A Yes
Charlotte Yes M, 1bE.C,0,5 ] FL.ASFS,0L® Yes R.ED AL AS No
Hampton 1C [ No
Norfolk IC Yes 8,1,E,C,0,8° ] FL,CL,AS No
* Portsmouth
Pulaski No Yes R,E,D A LFL No
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TABLE A, 4 (continued)

Product ion
Frequency with Rout ine Reports of at Least
Rout ine Which Most of General Routine Reports on the Status of General One Set of
Summary Rout ine Summary the Summsary Distribution on the Status of Individual Cases Distribution Status
Reports Reports Prepared, Reports Are of Summary Individual Cases Prepared, by of Status Reports Is
Are Prepared by Stage of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports Automated
Jurisdiction {Q2.00) {Q2.01) (g2.01) _{Qz2.01) (Q3.14) (Q3.15) (3. 15) {Q3.15)
Virgin Islands® No Yes £.0 s ] Yes
Washington Yes 1,E,C,S L] AS,CS,FS No
Benton No No
King-Rainier Yes R, 1,E L cs No
Pierce ves® R,LE M AL AD AS Mo
Spokane No No
Vancouver No Yes £ a No
West Virginia Yes R,1,E.C,D M AD,CS No
Beck ey bl No
Charleston bl No
Wisconsin No No
Bayfield "o No
Oouglas Yes () M AL No
Wi fwaukee Yes R,I,E “ CL AL Yes R,ED A Yes
Rock Yes R,1,E.C,D,S M AL.CL.OL‘ Yes R.E.D ALLCL Yes
Sauk Yes R,E,C,S M CL,AL,AS Yes R,E,D ALLAS Yes
Wyoming Yes E.C 1 AL Yes E,D A Yes
Carbon Yes R,C.S " AL Mo
Crook No No
Freesont No No
Katrona No No
Park No Yes R,E,D A No
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TABLE A, 4 {continued)

*State or local FSA refused interview,

Table of Contents

**This series of questions was not asked in the interviews with local FSAs in states where the claims process is predominantly state-operated.

DK The information was not available at the tfme of the interview.
Ref. Respondent refused to answer questfion.

KEYS: Stage of Process Frequency:
for Summary Reports: R = Referral M = At least monthly
I » [nvestigation Q = Quarterly
E » Establishment 1 = Irregularly
C = Collections

D » Delinguent Claims
S = Suspension/Ternination

Distribution:
A = Agency
C = Clatms/Collectfon Unit
f = Fraud/Investigation Unit
0 = Other

For each of the above,
code whether it is:
L = Local/County
D = District/Region
§ = State

Stage of Process
for Status Reports:
R = Referral
€ = Establishment
D = Delinquent Claims

31he District of Colusbia, Guas and the Virgtn Islands were not included in the local FSA survey because most claims collection activities are centralized {n the state-

level FSA,

% vraud (or suspected fraud) cases only.

Confraud cases only,

% ocal sheriff's office.

€Commorwealth attorney's office.

TBurlington Co, (NJ) Welfare Board adwinistrators.



STAFF TRAINING, AVAILABILITY OF MANUALS, AND THE USE OF

TABLE A.5

TIME LIMITS IN THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS, BY STATE AND LOCAL FSA

Table of Contents

Extent of Written
Training Manual Established
Training in Claims on Claims Time Estatlished
in Claims Processes Process Limits for Time Limits
Collection and Emphasis of Available Processing by Stage
Process Procedures Training to Staff Claims of Process
Jurisdiction (q2.02) (Q2.03) (Q2.04) (02.08) (Q2.07) {Q2.07)
Alabama Yes R,T R Yes No
Bibb No Yes Yes R
Etowah No Yes No
Franklin Yes N,R,T 2.0,1,C,R Yes Yes R,I,E,C
Mobile Yes N 1,C,R Yes No
Morgan Yes N, T D Yes Yes I,E,C
Alaska No Yes Yes RE,E
Anchorage-Muldoon *x
Ketchikan bl
Arizona No No Yes R,I
Maricopa o
Navajo o
Arkansas Yes MR, T 0 Yes Yes R.I.EC.cP
Clay hd
Phillips had
*California
Los Angeles Yes N, T ¢ Yes Yes £,
San Bernardino Yes R,T p,0,1,C,R Yes No
San Joaquin Yes N,R,T P,R Yes No
* Sonoma
* Yolo
Colorado Yes N, T D.I Yes No
Boulder Yes N, T C Yes Yes I,E,C
Denver Yes N,R,T p,0,I,C,R Yes No
Gunnison-Hinsdate Yes R P Yes o
* Mesa
Pueblo Yes N,R,T P,0,I.C.R Yes No
Connecticut Yes NLR,T 0 Yes No
* New Haven
* Torrington
Delaware Yes NT 0,R Yes No
New Castle bt
Sussex b
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TABLE A.5 {continued)

Extent of Written
Training Manual Established
Training in Claims on Claims Time Established
in Claims Processes Process Limits for Time Limits
Collection and Emphasis of Available Processing by Stage
Process Procedures Training to Staff Claims of Process
Jurisdictien (Q2.02) (Q2.03) {92.04) _(Q2.05) {Q2.07) _(Q2.07)
District of Columbia® Yes MR, T D.C.R Yes No
Florida Yes LR Varfesd Yes Yes R.1LEC
Dade bl
Polk el
Georgia Yes N,R,T [} Yes Yes E
Bibb Yes N.R,T P.0.C.R Yes Yes EC,c¢
Colquitt Yes KR, T P,0.C.R Yes Yes R,1€,EC,cC
Fulton Yes R,T c Yes Yes R,IC €€
Madison Yes MR, T f,0,I,C,R Yes No
* Peach
Guan. Yes N,R,T D Yes Yes R
Hawaii Yes N,R,T I,R Yes No
Honoluluy i
Maufi bl
Idaho Yes N, T [ Yes Yes €.C
* Ada
* Bonneville
* Canyon
* Owyhee
* Shoshone
1N linois Yes N,R,T D Yes Yes R,I,E,C
Cook Co. (Ashland) Yes MR, T o, Yes Yes 3
Cook Co. {Englewood) Yes N.R,T p.,0,1,C,R Yes Yes I
Cook Co. (Garfield) Yes MR, T 0,I.C,R Yes Yes I
Cook Co. (S. Suburban) Yes NR,T C,R Yes Yes R
Greene Yes MR, T 0,C Yes Yes 1
Indiana No Yes No
Adans Yes R, T P,0,C Yes Yes Rc
Allen Yes R C,R Yes No
Marion Yes N7 0,1,C,R Yes Yes R,I1.E
Scott Yes NT p,0,I1,C Yes No
Wayne No Yes Yes R.E,C
Iowa Yes W,R,T R Yes Mo
Towa b
Webster -+
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Extent of Written
Training Manual Establiished
Training in Clains on Claims Tise Established
in Clains Processes Process Linits for Time Limits
Collection and Emphasis of Available Process ing by Stage
Process Procedures Training to Starf Clains of Process
Jurisdiction _{02.02) {Qz2.03) (Q2.04) {Q2.05) {Q2.07) (Q2.07)
Kansas Yes T 1 Yes o
Cherokee Yes N,R,T f,0.C,R Yes No
Franklin Yes NT P Yes Yes I.E
Linn Yes MR, T P,0,I,C,R Yes Yes It
Wichita Yes MN.R,T ?,0,1,C,R Yes No
Wyandotte Yes KR, T p,0,C,R Yes o
Kentucky Yes N7 P.D Yes Yes R, IE
Sell Yes N,R,T 0,I,R Yas Yes R,I,E.C
Carter Yes R,T P,0,I,C.R Yes Yes R,I,E.C
Hart Yes MR, T e.0,1,C.R L1 Yes L 3
Jefferson Yes R,T p,0,1,C Yos Yes R.I,E
Todd Yes N.R,T ?,0,1,C,R Yes Yes R,I,E
Louisiana Yes N, T R Yes Yes R,E.C
Caddo Yes N,R,T P,0,I,C,R Yes Yes R
Lincoln No Yes Yes R,I
Orleans Yes R,7 P.0,I,C.R No Yes R,1
St. Tammany Yes NR,T P.0.R Yes Yes R,
Tangipahoa No Yes Yes R.I
Maine Yes N,R,T 0,C Yes No
Augusta Yes N,R,T ?,0.1,C,R Yes o
Lewiston Yes N,R,T f.0,1,C.R Yes No
Maryland Yes N.R,T R Yes Yes 1,k
Allegany Yes N,R,T ?,0,1,C.R Yes Yes R,I,E,C
Baltimore City Yes N,R,T c.R Yes No
Baltimore County Yes N7 R Yes No
Frederick Yes KT r.0,1.C Yes Yes [+
Montgomery Yes N, T c Yes No
b b b
Massachusetts Yes N, T R Mo Yes Rc'l oE L€
Malden Yes T p,0,C Yes Yes 1
Roslindale Yes N.R,T c Yes No
Michigan Yes MR,T D Yes No
Berrien No Yes No
Branch Yes RT r,0,1,C Yes No
Maconb o Yes Yes E,C
St. Clair Yes T R Yes No
Wayne Yes P,0,C Yes Yes R.1.E
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TABLE A.5 (continued)

Extent of Written
Training Manual Established
Training in Clains on Claims Time Established
in Claims Processes Process Limits for Time Limits
Collection and Emphasis of Avaflable Processing by Stage
Process Procedures Training to Staff Claias of Process
Jurisdiction (92, 02) _(Q2.03) {Qz.04) {Q2.08) {Q2.07) {g2.07)
Hinnesota Yes N.R,T R Yes No
Clay Yes N,R,T P.D Yes No
Dakota Yes R, T PeD.I.C.R Yes No
Hennepin Yes N.R,T 0 Yes No
Ramsey Yes N7 0,C Yes No
Waseca Yes N.R,T P,0 Yes No
Mississippl Yes KR, T R Yes No
Attala No Yes Yes R
Hinds Yes R,T I,C Yes Yes R,ILE
Lowndes Yes N,R,T P,0,C,R. Yes Yes I
Madison Yes N,R,T P,0,I,R Yes Yes )¢
Tishomingo Yes N,R,T P,0,1.C.R Yes No
Missourd Yes N T 0 Yes Yes R,I,E,C
Buchanan Yes R,T PR Yes No
Jackson Yes N, T 1} Yes No
Lafayette Yes N, T P,I.C,R Yes No
Pettis Yes R,T D Yes No
St. Louis Yes N.R,T p,0,I,C,R Yes No
Montana Mo Yes No
Cascade No Yes No
Lewis & Clark Yes MR, T 4 Yes Yes 1
Nebraska No Yes No
Grand Island Yes N.R,T P,C Yes Yes R
Lexington No Yes No
tincaln Yes N.R,T P.I,C,R Yes Yes R,1,E,C
Onaha Yes nT ?,0,C.R Yes Yes c
Seward No Yes Yes CC
Nevada Yes N,R,T D Yes Yes R,ILE
Clark e
Washoe el
New Hampshire Yes N,R,T I.R Yes Ko
Dover b
Keene hid
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TABLE A.S {continued)
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Extent of Written
Training Manual Established
Training in Claims on Claims Tine Established
in Clains Processes Process Limits for Time Limits
Collection and Emphasis of Available Processing by Stage
Process Procedures Training to Staff Claims of Process
Jurisdiction (Q2.02) (Q2.03) (Q2.04) (Q2.05) (Q2.07) (q2.07)
Oregon Yes N7 0.1.C Yes Yes R,1,C
Albany Yes R,T C Yes No
Cottage Grove Yes R,T I.R Yes Yes R,I
East Portland Yes N.R,T P,0,C,R Yes Yes R,1
Springfield Yes N, T p.0,I.R Yes Yes R.1.E
West Eugene Yes N,R,T p.0,C Yes No
Pennsylvania Yes N, T I,R Yes No
Lycoming Yes N,R,T e,0,1,C,R Yes Yes
Philadelphia (Center) Yes NR,T p,0,1,C,R Yes Yes R,I
Philadelphia (Ogontz) Yes NR,T C Yes Yes 1
Philadelphia (West) Yes N,R,T p,0,1,C,R Yes Yes 1
Westmoreland Yes N,R,T p.0,I,C,R Yes Yes I
Rhode Island Yes N, T D,R Yes No
Providence el
Warwick -
d
South Carolina Yes n,R,T varies Yes Yes R,1.E,C
Darlington Yes R,T 1,C,R Yes Yes E,C
Georgetown Yes MR, T ?,0,I,C,R Yes Yes R,1,E,C
Newberry Yes R,T p,0,1,C Yes No
Orangeburg Yes N,R,T p,D,I,C,R Yes Yes I,E,C
Richland Yes N,R,T I,C,R Yes No
South Dakota Yes MN,R,T I,C Yes Yes R,E,C
Bennett hdd
Davison il
Tennessee Yes N.R,T D Yes Yes I,E,C
Davidson Yes N.R,T 0,I.,R Yes Yes £,C
Sumner Yes N,R,T 0,C.R Yes Yes I,C
Texas Yes N, T Variesd Yes Yes Eb
* Bexar
DeMitt Yes MR, T P.D,C Yes Yes R.XC.EC.Cc
* Harris
Saith Yes N c Yes No
Tarrant Yes N, T P Yes Yes R,C
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Extent of Written
Training MNanual Established
Training in Clains on Claims Time Established
in Claims Processas Process Linits for Time Linits
Collection and Emphasis of Available Processing by Stage
Process Procedures Training to Staff Claims of Process
Jurisdiction _{Q2.02) {g2.03) {92.04) {g2.05) (Q2.07) (Q2.07)
Utah Yes K,R,T C.R No Ho
Region 28 hid
Region 7R Lo
Versont Yes N.R, T o.R Yes Yes I,k
Hartford b
St. Albans il
d
Virginia Yes N7 Varies Yes Yo
Charlotte Yes NR,T P.0,1,C.R Yes Ko
Hampton IC Yes N.R.T P,D,I,C.R Yes No
Norfolk IC Yes N,R,T f,0,1.C.R Yes Mo
* Portsacuth
Pulaski Yes N,R,T P.0,I.C.R Yes o
Virgin Isllmisa Yes N.R,T C.R No No
Washington Yes N,R,T B,R Yes Yes £,C
Benton Yes T b.C.R Yeos Yes 1
King-Rainier Yes N,R,T p.0,CR Yes No
Pierce Yes N,R.T 0,I,C.R Yes Yes R,1,E
Spokane Yes N,R,T Cc.R Yes Yes R,I,E
Vancouver No Yes Yes R.1,E
West Virginia Yes N,R,T R Yes No
Beckley hid
Charleston b
Wisconsin No Yes Ko
Bayfield Yes KR, T P.0,I,C.R Yes Yes E
Douglas Yes N,R,T #,0,1.C,R Yes Yes R,1,£,C
M lwaukee Yes WR,T #,0,1,C.R Yes No
Rock Yes T 0,C.R Yes o
Sauk Yes N,R,T P,C.R Yes Yes €
Wyoming Yes LI P.C Yes Yes 1.E
Carbon Yot NI P.C.R Yes Yes R,1,E
Crook Yes N7 p,C Yes Yes R.I1,E,C
Freenont Yes R [ Yo No
Matrona o Yas Yes R.ILE
Park Yes L} ?,0,1.C,R Yes Yes R,1,E,C
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*State or local FSA refused interview.

**This question was not asked in the interviews with local FSA respondents in states where the claims process is

predominantly state-operated.

KEYS: Extent of Training: L]

R
T
Emphasis of Training: P
D
I
c
R
0
Stage of Process: R
I
E
C

Training for new hires
Refresher training
Retraining (as needed)

Prevention of overissuances
Detection of overissuances
Investigation methods
Collection methods
Regulations and procedures
Other

Referral
Investigation
Establishment
Collections

a
The District of Columbia, Guam and the Virgin Islands were not included in the local FSA survey because

claims collection activities are centralized in the state-leve) FSA,

Nonfraud cases only.

e O n_o

The emphasis {s on calculations.

Fraud (or suspected fraud) cases only,

The emphasis of the training varies across the state and/or across units.
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TABLE A.6

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE TRACKING SYSTEM USED TO MONITOR INOIVIDUAL CASES IN THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS,
BY STATE ANO LOCAL FSA

Table of Contents

Establ ished Tracking System Includes the Monitoring of (Q3.10):
Tracking Computer QOther Tracking
Systes Match Apparent Established Claims Suspended Disqualified System Is

Jurisdiction {Q3. 09) Hits Overissuances Referrals Investigations Claims Collections Claims Individuals __ Automated

Alabans Yes No Ho Yes No Yes Yes Yes Mo Yes
Bivb No
Etowah Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Framkl{n Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mobile Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Morgan Yes Yes Ho Yes Mo Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial

Alaska Yes o No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ancharage:Mldoon Yes No No Yes No No No No Yes No
Ketchikan No

Arizoma Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Maricopa Mo
Havajo Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial

Arkansas Yes No Ko Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes o Yes
Clay Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No o Yes Partial
Phillips No

*California
Los Mngeles Yes Yes Yes No. Yes Yesd Yes Yes Yes Part {al
San Bernardine Yes Yes Yes No Ho Yes Yes Yes® Yes Partial
San Joaguin Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

* Sonomk.:

* Yolo -

Colorado Yes No No No No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Boulder Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Denver Yes Mo No No No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Gunnison-Hinsdale Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Mo No

* Mesa
Pueblo Yes Mo No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
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TABLE A, 6 (continued)

Table of Contents

Established Tracking System Includes the Monitoring of (Q3.10):
Tracking Computer Other Tracking
Systea Match Apparent Established Claims Suspended Disqualified Systea Is

Jurisdiction (Q3.09) Hits Overissuances Referrals Investigations Claims Collections Claims Individuals __ Automated

Connecticut Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes® Yesb Yes No Yes Partial

* Mew Haven

* Torrington

Delaware Yes No Yes No ves® Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
New Castle - Yes No L Yes Yes Yes Wo Mo No No
Sussex No

District of Columbia® Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Mo Yes Part fal

Florida Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Dade Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Polk Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Georgia Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Bibb Yes Yes Yes Yes® Yes© Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Colquitt Yes Yes Yes Yes© Yes® Yes Yes ™ Yes Partial
Fulton Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Madison Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Partial

* Peach

Guam® Yes "o No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes )

Hawaii Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Partial
Honolutu Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes® Yes No Yes Partial
Maui Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes? Yes® o Yes Partial

Idaho Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

* Ma

* Bonneville

* Canyon

* Owyhee

* Shoshone
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TABLE A, 6 (continued)

Table of Contents

Established Tracking System Includes the Monitoring of (Q3.10):
Tracking Computer  Other
Systea Match Apparent Established Claiss Suspended
Jurisdiction (3. 09) Hits Overissuances _ Referrals Investigations Claims Collections Claims
IN1inods Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cook Co.' (Ashland) Yes No No No Ho Yes Yes Yes
Cook Cgs  (Englewood) Yes x 114 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cook Co. (Garfield) Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes DK
Cook Cou (5. Suburban) Yes Yes Yes Ko Yes w No ™
Greens:: No
Indtana Yes Yes Ko vesP Yes® vesd Ves Ko
Adans Yes No No ves® ves® Vesb Yes Yes?
Allen Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Marion Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes
Scott Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wayne Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Towd Yes Yes Yes No Mo Yes Yes Yes
Towa, . i} i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Mo
Webstar . No
Yes o No No No Yes Yes Yes
Cherokiee: Yes Yes Yes Yes Ho Yes Yes No
Frank?in Yes Yes Yes L] Mo Yes Yes No
Limn Yes No Yes No No Yes Yes No
Wichita Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes
Wyandotte Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes ]
Kentucky: : Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Bell Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Carter: Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Hart Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Mo
Jefferson Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes o Yes No
Todd Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Mo

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Tracking

Disqualified System Is
Individuals Aut omat ed

Yes
Yes
Yes
Part ial
Partial

No
o
Partial
No
Ho
Partial

Partial
Partial

Yes

No
Partial
LY

No
Partial

Partial
Partial
Partial
No

Part ial
Partial
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TABLE A. 6 (continued)
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Disqualified
Individuals

Established Tracking Systes Includes the initoring of (93, 10):
Tracking Computer Other
Systea Match Apparent Established Claims Suspended
Jurisdiction (43.09) Hits Overissuances Referrals Investigations Claims Collections Claims
Lovisiana Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Caddo Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No No o
Lincoln Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No Mo
Orleans Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes L] No o Yes
St. Tammany No
Tangipahoa Yes Mo No Yes Yes No No No No
Maine Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Augusta Yes No No No No Yes Yes No Yes
Lewiston Yes No No No No o Yes No Yes
Maryland Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Allegany Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Baltimore City Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Balt imore County Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Frederick Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Montgomery Yes [+ 4 0K Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Massachusetts Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Malden Mo
Roslindale o
Michigan Yes o No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes® o
Berrien Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes o Yes
Branch Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Nacomb Yes Mo No No No Yes Yes Yes No
St. Clair Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes K Yes
Wayne Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Minnesota Yes Mo No No No Yes Yes Yes No
Clay Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dakota No
Hennep {n Yes o No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ramsey Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Waseca No

Tracking
Systea Is
Automated

Yes

No
Partial
Partial

No

Part 1al
Yes
Yes

No
No
Partial
No
No
No

Yes

Partial
Partial
Partial
Yes

Partial
Partial

Yes
Partial

Yes
Yes
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Establ ished Tracking System Includes the Monitoring of (Q3,10):
Tracking Computer  Other Tracking
Systes Match Apparent Established Claims Suspended Disqualified Systea Is
Jurisdictios Q3. 09) Hits Overissuances Referrals _Investigations Claims Collections Claims Individuals Autonated
Nississtppi Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes o Yes Yes o
Attala Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes o Yes No
Hinds' ! Yes Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes ™) o
Lowndes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No
Madison Yes Mo No No Mo Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Tishonthgo Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Missourd Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Buchinan Yes Yes Yes Ves Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Jacksan Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No Mo Yes Ho
Lafayette Yes Mo No No Yes Mo No No No o
Pettis /il Yos Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes fartial
St. Lowts! Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Montama ! Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part tal
Casicadé Yes No No No No No Yes o o “o
Lewis & Clark Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Mo o Partial
Nebraska Yes Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Grand 1sland Yes Mo No Yes No No No No No No
Lexington Yes Ho Ho No No Yes Yes Mo No No
Lincoln Yes Mo No No No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Onaha Yes Yes o Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes fartial
Sevard Yes Yes No No No Yes Yes® Yes® Yes Partial
Nevada Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Clark No
Washoe Yes Yes No Yes Yes Ves Yes Yes Yes Partial
New Hampshire Yoy i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Dover No !
Keene No
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Established Tracking Systes Includes the Monitoring of (Q3.10):
Tracking Computer  Other Tracking
Systea Match Apparent Established Claims Suspended Disqualified System Is
Jurisdiction {Q3.09) Hits Overissuances Referrals Investigations Claims Collections Claims Individuals _ Automated
New Jersey Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Burlington Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Canden Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Essex o
Hudson Mo
Middlesex - No
New Mexico Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Bernalillo No
Cibola No
New York Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No ] Partial
* Broome
Cortland Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Erie Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
New York City Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
* Onondaga
North Carolina Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Craven Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Forsyth Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Halifax Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part ial
Haywood Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Yancey Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
*North Dakota
Cass Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Mo Mo
Emmons Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Grand Forks Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Mountrail o
Stutsaan No
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Established Tracking System Includes the Monitoring of (Q3.10):
Tracking Computer  Other Tracking
Systea Match Apparent Established Clafes Suspended Disqualified System Is
Jurisdiction _{03.09) Hits Overissuances Referrals  Investigations Claims Collections Claime Individuals _ Automated
Ohio Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No No Yes No
Cuyahogs Yes o No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
DeYawnre Yes No No No No o Yes Yes No Mo
Franklin Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Mahoming Yes No Ho No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Richland Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Ok 1ahosa Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Partial
Carter Yes Yes Yes Yes No o No o Yes Partial
Custer Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Mo Mo Yes
Oregon | Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Albany Yes Yes No No No No No [ ) Yes Part ial
Cottage Growe Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes - No Mo No Yes Partial
East; Portiand Yes Yes No Yes Yes o Yes Yes Yes Partia)
Springfield Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes L No No Yes No
West Evgene Mo
Pemnsylvania Yes o No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Lycoaing Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No Mo Yes Partial
Philadelphia (Center) Yes o No Yes Yes No No No Yes Partia)
Philadelphia (Ogontz) Yes No No No Yes Mo No No Yes Partial
Philadeiphia (West) Mo
Westmoreland Yes Yes Yes Ko Yes o No No No o
Rhode [skand Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Prowidence Yes Yes No Yes Mo No No No No No
Warwick Yes Yes No No Mo Yes No Yes Yes Partial
South Carolina Yes "o . No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Oarlington Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Georgetown Yes Yes Yes No Ho Yes Ves Yes Yes Yes
Newberry Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Orangeburg Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Partia)
Richland Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
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Establ ished Tracking System Includes the Monitoring of (QJ.10):
Tracking Computer  Other Tracking
System Match Apparent €stablished Claims Suspended Disqualified System Is
Jurisdiction (q3. 09) Hits Overissuances Referrals Investigations Claims Collections Claims Individuals __ Automated
South Dakota Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Bennett Mo
Davison Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tennessee o
Davidson Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Sumner No
Texas Yes No No No Yes® Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
* Bexar
DeWitt Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
* Harris
Safth Yes Yes No Yes® ves® Yes Yes Yes® Yes Yes
Tarrant Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Utsh Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Region 28 Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes o Yes
Region 7A Yes Mo No Yes Yes No No o o No
Vermont Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Hartford Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes© Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
St. Albams Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Virginia Yes % o Ho Yes? ™ Yes Yes Yes Partial
Charlotte Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Hampton 1C Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Mo
Norfolk IC Yes Mo Ho ves© Yesb Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
* Portsmouth
Pulaski Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Virgin Islands?® Yes "o o o No Yes Yes No "o Yes
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TABLE A.6 (continued)

Estab)ished Tracking Systes Includes the Monitoring of ({3.10):
Tracking Computer  Other Tracking
System Match Apparent fstablished Claims Suspended Disqualified Systes Is
Jurisdiction (Q3. 09) Hits Overissuances Referrals Investigations Claims Collections Claies Individuals Automated
Washington Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Benton Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Ho Mo Yes No
King-Rainfer Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Plerce Yes Yes No Yes© Yes© Yes No No Yes Partial
Spokane X
vancouver . Yes Mo No No Mo Yes Yes Yes Yes No
West Virginia Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Beckley Yes Mo No No No Yes Yes Mo Yes Partial
Charleston Yes Yes Yes Ko Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Wisconsin Yos o No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Bayfield - Yes Mo No No No Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Doug las Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part i)
Mi lwiikee Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Rock Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Sauk Yes Mo Yes Yes Ho Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Wyoming Yes Yes Yes No Mo Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Carbon Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Crook Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Freemont Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes o No Ho
Natrona o
Park Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Mo

*State or local FSA refused interview.
0K Information was wot available at the time of the interview.

31)e District of Columbia, Guam and the Virgin Islands were not included in the local FSA survey because most claims collection activities are centralized {n the
state-level FSA,

bFor nonfraud cases omly.

SFor fraud (or suspected fraud) cases only.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF ADDITIONAL METHOOS USED TO MONITOR INDIVIDUAL CASES IN THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS,

TABLE A.?7

BY STATE AND LOCAL FSA

Table of Contents

Systea for Signaling Flags Are Funct fona) System for
Staff That a Case System of Flags System of Permanent 1y Level of Staff Aging by System for
Needs Further Attention Used by Status Flags Is Attached to To Be Alerted Systea for Status of Ming Is
Is Used of Claim Automated Case File by Flags Aging Claims Claim Avtomated
Jurisdiction {63.11) _(Q3.12) (93.12) (Q3.12) _(Q3.12) _{Q3.16) _{Qa.17) (Q3.18)
Aabmma Yes R,AD,S Yes Yes AL Ho
(3] ] Yes R,A,D,S,C No Ves CL No
Etowsh Yes AC Yes No CL No
Framklin Yes R,A,S.C Partial Yes CLAL Yes R0 Yes
Mobile No Ko
Morgim Yes R.A0.C Partial Yes AL No
Alaska Yes A,D,S Yes Yes AL CS No
Anchorage-Muldoon Yes R.A,C Partial Yes AL No
Ketchikan Yes RA Yes No A Yes R o
Arizoma. Mo Yes 0 Yes
Haricopa Yes R,A,S No Yes AL Ko
Navajo Yes R.A.D,S,C No No AL No
Arkansas Yes R No Yes AL Yes 0,R,1,0,8 Yes
Clay Yes [4 No No AL o
Phitlips Yes R,A,0,8,C o Yes AL No
*California
Los Angeles Yes c Yes Yes AL Mo
San Bernardine Mo Mo
San Joaquin Yes R.A.C No No AL,CL Mo
* Sonoma

* Yolo
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System for Signaling Flags Are Funct fonal Systea for
Staff That a Case System of Flags System of Permanent ly Level of Staff Aging by Systea for
Needs Further Attention Used by Status Flags Is Attached to To Be Alerted System for Status of Aging Is
Is Used of Claim Automated Case File by Flags Aging Claims Claia Automated
Jurisdiction {G3.11) (Q3.12) (Q3.12) (Q3.12) {§3.12) {Q3.16) (Q3.17) {Q3.18)
Colorado Yes AD No Yes AL Yes S No
Boulder Yes R.AC Partial Yes AL No
Denver Yes A,C No No AL No
Gumnison-Hinsdale Yes. Rb,A.S Yes No AL No
* Mesa
Pueblo Yes AD,S,C Yes Yes AL, QL Yes S Yes
Connecticut No Yes D,S Partial
* New Haven
* Torrington
Delaware Yes R,A,D Yes Yes AL,CS Mo
New Castle No No
Sussex Yes R,A,S,C No Yes AL No
District of Columbia® No Yes 1,0,s¢ No
Florida Yes R.A No Yes AL Yes R,1.D Yes
Dade Yes R,A,D,S5,C Yes Yes CLAL Yes R,1,0,S Yes
Polk Yes R,AD,C Yes Yes CLAL Yes R,1,D Yes
Georgia Yes AD,S Yes Yes AL Yes R.D,S Yes
Bibb Yes Rb.As,C Part fal Yes CLAL Yes 0.0 Yes
Colquitt Yes R,A,D,C No Yes AL No
Fulton Yes AD,C Yes No AL No
Madison Yes R,A,D,C Partial Yes AL No
* Peach
cwaa® Yes R%.A No Yes s No
Hawaii Yes AD Yes Yes AL, FS No
Hono lulu Yes R,A,D,C Partial Yes AL Mo
Maui Yes R,A,0,C Partial Yes AL No
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Systes for Signaling Flags Are Funct ional Systes for
Staff That a Case Systea of Flags System of Permanent 1y Level of Staff Aging by Systes for
Needs Further Attention Used by Status Flags Is Attached to To Be Alerted System for Status of Aging Is
Is Used of Clain Autonated Case File by Flags Aging Claims Clais Automated
Jurisdiction (g3.11) {3.12) (G3.12) (03.12) (03.12) {93.16) {Q3.17) {(Q3.18)
Idaho Yes R,AD Partial Some AL No
* Ma
* Sommeville
* Canyon
* Owybee
* Shoshone
I 1inods ; o No
Cook Co. (Ashland) Yes R,A,D,S.C Mo Yes AL No
Cook Co. '{Eng)ewood) Yes ] ¥o Yes AL No
Cook Co. {Garfield) Yes R,A,D,S,C Partial Yes AL No
Cook :Co. (S, Suburban) Yes R,A,D,S,C Parttatl Yes AL No
Greene Yes R,A,D.S,C Yes Yes AL Mo
Indiama. | Yes AD No Yes AL Ho
Mans "o Ko
Allenmii; Yes R,A.0,5,C Mo Yes AL O Yes D, No
Narion Yes [4 o Yes AL QL No
Scott Yes RABC o Yot AL No
Wayne Yes AD,S,C Yes Yes CL Yes 1 No
lowa No No
lowa Yes RAC Partial Yes AL No
Webster Yes R Mo No AL o
Kansas No Yes 0,$ Yes
Cherokee Yes R,A,D,C Mo Yes AL No
Franklin Yes R,AD,S,C Mo Yes AL,FD Mo
Linn Yes R.AC No Yes AL Ho
Wichita Yes R,A,D,S,C No Yes AL No
Wyandotte Yes ADC Partial Yes AL No



TABLE A,7 (continued)
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Systea for Signaliing Flags Are Funct fona) Systea for
Staff That a Case System of Flags Systes of Permanent 1y Level of Staff Aging by System for
Needs Further Attention Used by Status Flags Is Attached to To Be Alerted System for Status of Aging Is
Is Used of Claim Automated Case File by Flags Aging Claims Claim Automated
Jurisdiction (Q3.11) {03.12) (Q3.12) {Q3.12) {93.12) {Q3. 16) {Q3.17) {Q3. 18)
Kentucky Yes R,A,D,S Partial Yes AL, CL No
Belt Yes R,AS,0 o Yes AL No
Carter Yes R,A0 No No AL QL Yes 0.R,I No
Hart Yes R,A,D0,0 Mo No AL No
Jefferson Yes R,0,5,0 Partial Yes AL Yes 0.R No
Todd Yes R.A,0 Part fal Yes AL No
Louisiana Yes R,AD,S Yes Yes CS,FS Yes D,$ Partial
Caddo Yes .0 Ho Yes A Mo
Lincoln Yes R%,A No Yes AL Xo
Orleans No Yes R,I Mo
St. Tammany Yes R.A.D,5,0 Mo No AL No
Tangipahoa Yes R,0 No No AL Yes 0,R,1 No
> Maine Yes (Y ves Yes AL,CS,FS ™
S\‘ Augusta No No
Lewiston Yes R,A,D.S,0 Yes No AL No
Maryland Mo Yes S L]
Al legany Yes R,0,C No Yes AL No
Baltimore City Yes A,D,S,C Part ial Yes cL No
Baltimore County Yes R.A,D,C No No cL Yes R Yes
Frederick Yes R,A,D,S,C No Yes AL No
Hontgomery Yes A %o Yes AL No
Massachusetts Yes AS Yes Yes AL Yes 0,R,1,0,S Partial
Malden No No
Rostindale No No
Michigan No No
Berrien Yes R%,A.0.5.C Partfal Yes AL No
Branch Yes R,A,D,S,C Yes Yes AL No
Hacomb Yes R,A,S.C Partial Yes AL No
St. Clair Yes R,AC Partial Yes AL Mo
Wayne Yes AD Yes Yes AL,CL ,AS No
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System for Signaling Flags Are Functional Systes for
Staff That a Case Systea of Flags Systea of Permanent 1y Leve) of Staff Aging by System for
Needs Further Attention Used by Status Flags Is Attached to To Be Alerted Systea for Status of Ming 1s
Is Used of Claim Automated Case File by Flags Aging Claims Clain Autosated
Jurisdiction (03.11) (93.12) (03.12) {03.12) {03.12) (Q3.16) (g3.17) Q3. 18)
Hinnesota Yes variesd Yes Mo
Clay Yes R.AD,8.C Partial Yes Al o
Dakota Yes R,A.0,C No Yes AL No
Hennepin Yes AD,S,C Yes Yes ALQ Yes %10 p,s Yes
Ramsey : No No
Waseca o Ho
Miss issipp! Yes R.AD X Ho AL No
Attala: . Yes R.A,D,C No No AL No
Hinds Yes R.A.S,C No Yes AL QL Mo
Lowndaes, i« Yes A0.C No Yes AL No
Madison Yes A No Yes AL,CL No
Tishomingo Yes R,A,0,5,C [ ] Yes AL No
Missours: . Yes R,AD,S Yes Yes AL,FD Yes 0,R,1,0,5 Yes
Buchanan : - Yes R,A,D,S No "o AL, CL Yes R, Partial
Jackson Yes R,AC No Yes Al No
Lafayette Yes. R.A,D,S.C Partial Yes AL Yes I No
Pettis Yes R,A,D,5.C Partial Yes AL No
St. Louis Yes R,A,S,C Partial Yes AL No
Mont ana Yes LA,S No Yes AL No
Cascﬂm Yes R,AC No Mo AL CS No
Lewis ik Clark Yes R,A,S,C No Yes AL AS No
Nebras ka [ Yes D,$ Partial
Grand 1sland Yes R.A,D.C Partial No AL No
Lexington Yes AL Mo Yes AL Ko
Lincoln Yes R.A Partial Yes AL No
Omaha Yes R,A.D,S,C Yes Yes AL CL Yes R,0,S Yes
Seward Yes RE,A,D part {al Yes AL Yes 0,0°,5¢ No




99-v

TABLE A.7 (continued)

Table of Contents

Systea for Signaling Flags Are Functional Systea for
Staff That a Case Systea of Flags System of Persanent 1y Level of Staff Aging by System for
Needs Further Attention Used by Status Flags Is Attached to To Be Alerted System for Status of Aging Is
1s Used of Claim Automated Case File by Flags Aging Claims Claim Automated
Jurisdiction (Q3.11) (Q3.12) (g3.12) (@3.12) _(Qa.12) {Q3.16) _{Q3.172) {Q3. 18)
Mevada Yes A,D.S Yes Yes AL CL No
Clark Yes R,AC Partial Yes AL CL Yes RS Partial
Washoe Yes R.A,D,S,C Part ial Yes AL Yes R,1.0,S Partial
New Hampshire Yes R.A No Yes AL,CS No
Dover Yes Wo Yes AL Yes 0,R,1 L]
Keene o No
New Jersey Yes R.,AD,S No Yes CL,FL No °
Burlington Yes RAC o Yes AL No
Canden Yes R,AC Partial Yes AL No
Essex Yes R.A,S,C Partial Yes AL No
Hudson Yes R,A,0,5,C No Yes AL Yes R No
Middlesex Yes R,AC No Yes AL No
Mew Mexico o No
Bernalillo Yes R,A,0,5,C No Yes AL No
Cibola No No
New York No Yes D,S No
* Broome
Cortland Yes R,A,D,S,C No Yes AL Mo
Erfe Yes R,A,C Partial Yes AL, CL No
New York City Yes R,A,D,S,C Yes Yes CL No
* Onondaga
North Carolina Yes AD Yes No AL,AS No
Craven Yes R,A,D,S,C No Yes AL, QL No
Forsyth Yes R,A Partial Yes AL Yes R No
Halifax Yes R.A,C Partial Yes AL No
Haywood Yes R,AD,S,C No Yes CL No
Yancey Yes R,A,S,C No Yes AL Yes S Yes
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Systes for Signaling Flags Are Funct ional System for
Staff That a Case Systes of Flags System of Permanent ly Level of Staff Aging by System for
Needs fFurther Attention Used by Status Flags Is Attached to To Be Alerted Systea for Status of Aging Is
Is Used of Claim Automated Case File by Flags Aing Claims Claim Automated
Jurisdiction (Q3.11) {Q3.12) (43.12) (Q3.12) {03.12) _(93.16) (Q3.17) (Q3.18)
*North Dakota
Cass Yes R.AD,S5,C No Yes AL No
Emmons Yes R,A,D,C Partial Yes AL No
Grand Forks Yes R.,A0,8,C Yes Yes AL No
Mountrafl Yes R.A,0,5,C Yes Yes AL Ho
Stutsman "o No
Ohio Yes R.A L Yes AL cL Yes O.R,$ o
Cuyatogs Yes ADLC "o Yes LA No
Oelavare o Ho
Fraklin Yes R.A.D,5,C No Yes ALCL,AS o
Mahoaing Yes R.AD,S,C No Yes AL Yes S Mo
Richland Yes RA,C Mo Yes AL Ho
Ok 1ahons Yes RS No Yes AL No
Carter Yes RAC Partial Yes AL No
Custer Yes R,A,0,5,C Yes Yes AL No
Oregon. . Yes R,AD,S Yes Yes AL AD AS,CS Yes D.S Yes
Albany Yes R,AC "o Yes AL No
Cottage Grove Yes R.AC Partial No AL Mo
East Portiand Yes AL Yes No AL No
Springfield Yes A No Yes AL No
West Eugene Yes R,A,D,S,C Partial Yes AL No
Pemnsylvania No Yes R,1,0,S Yes
Lycomaing Yes R.ALC No Yes AL No
Philadelphia (Center) o No
Philadelphia (Ogontz) Yes C No Yes AL Yes I Yes
Philadelphfa (West) o Yes H Yes
Westnore land No No
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Systea for Signaling Flags Are Funct fona) Systea for
Staff That a Case System of Flags Systea of Permanent ly Level of Staff Aging by System for
Needs Further Attention Used by Status Flags Is Attached to To Be Alerted System for Status of Aging Is
Is Used of Claim Automat ed Case File by Flags Aging Clatms Claim Automated
Jurisdiction (Q3.11) (Q3.12) (Q3.12) (Q3.12) (Q3.12) {Q3. 16) (@317 (43.18)
Rhode Island Yes AS No Yes AL,CS FS Yes 0.5 Partial
Providence Yes R,A,0,C Partfial No AL No
Warwick Yes R,A,D,S.C DK No AL,CS No
South Carolina Yes R,A,S No Yes AL Yes 0,R,1,0,8 Yes
Darlington Yes R,AC No Yes AL Yes 0,R,1,0,8 Partial
Georgetown No No
Newberry Yes R,AD,S,C Partial Yes AL No
Orangeburg No No
Richland Yes R,A,D,5,C No Yes AL No
South Oakota Yes R,A,D Yes Yes AL, CD Yes R,0,S Yes
Bennett Yes R.A,C Parttal Yes AL No
Davison Yes A.D,C Yes Yes AL Mo
Tennessee o No
Davidson Yes R.A,D,5,C Part fal Yes AL No
Sumner No No
Texas Yes R%,A,0 Partial No AL.FS Yes rb, 10 pb Yes
* Bexar
DeWitt Yes R.A,D,S,C Yes Yes AL, FL No
* Harris
Saith Yes RS,0 o Yes AL No
Tarrant Yes R,A,D,S,C No Yes AL No
Utah Yes rd ves No c No
Region 2B No No
Region 7A No No
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System for Signaling Flags Are Funct fonal Systes for
Staft That a Case Systea of Flags Systea of Permanent ly Level of Staff Aging by Systea for
Needs Further Attention Used by Status Flags Is Attached to To Be Alerted Systea for Status of Aging Is
Is Used of Clats Automated Case File by Flams Aging Claims Claim Automated
Jurisdiction (Q3.11) {93.12) {Q3.12) {g3.12) (03.12) {93, 16) (93.17) (93.18)
Vermont Yes R.A,0,S Yes Yes AL,AS No
Hertford Yes R,A,D,S.C Yes Yes ALCS Yes 0,R,1,D,S Yes
St, Albans Yes R,A,D,S,C Partial Yes AL,FS No
Virginia Yes R,S Partial Yes - ALQLLFL No
Charlotte No No
Hampton 1C Yes R,A,D,S,C No Yes AL QL No
Norfolk - IC Yes R,A,D,5,C Yes Yes AL No
* Portsmouth
Pulaski No Mo
Virgin Islands® Yes A ™ Ho AL Ho
Washington Yes R.A Parttal Yes AL,CS No
Benton .- : Yes R,C No Ho cL No
King-Raini Yes R,AC Partia) Yes cL No
Pierce Yes R.A,C Partial No AL No
Spokane Yes R.A,C Partial Yes AL Ho
Vancouver Yes RAC Partial Yes cL Ko
West Virginia Yes R.A,D,S No Yes AL o
Beckley No o Yes 1,0 No
Charleston Yes A%,4,0,5,C Mo Yes AL,CD Yes I "o
Wisconsin Yes R,0,S Part tal No AL No
BayField No No
Douglas Yes R,A,D,S.C No Yes AL Ko
Milwaukee Yes R.A,D,5,C Yes Yes AL No
Rock Yes R.A,DS,C Yes Yes AL CL No
Sauk Yes R,A,C Yes Yes AL No
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System for Signaling Flags Are Funct {onal Systea for
Staff That a Case Systes of Flags Systea of Permanent 1y Level of Staff Aging by Systea for
Needs Further Attention Used by Status Flags Is Attached to To Be Alerted System for Status of Aging Is
Is Used of Claim Automated Case File by Flags Aging Claims Claim Automated
Jurisdiction {Q3.11) {Q3.12) {Q3.12) (Q3.12) (93.12) Q3. 16) {Q3.17) (Q3.18)
Wyoming Yes A0S o No AL No
Carbon o Yes 0,R Partial
Crook Yes R,A,D,S,C No Yes AL No
Freemont Yes R.A.D,S5,C No No AL ¥o
Natrona Yes R,D Partial Yes AL,CS No
Park Yes R,AD,C No No AL No
*State or local FSA refused interview,
DK Information was not avatlable at the tise of the interview.
KEYS: Status of Claim = Referral Functional Level: A = Agency Status of Claim for Aging:

for Flags:

O Vv O » X

= Active Claim
= Delinquent Claim
= Suspended Clain
= Cases with
Disqualified Individuals

C = Claias Unit
F = Fraud/Investigations Unit

For each of the above,
code whether it is:
L = Local/County
0 = Oistrict/Region
S = State

0 = Apparent Overissuance
R = Referral

I = Investigation

D = Delinquent Clain

S = Suspended Claim

The District of Columbia, Guam and the Virgin Islands were not included in the local FSA survey because most claims collection activities are centralized in the

state-level FSA,

bThe response refers to cases of fraud (or suspected fraud) only,

CThe response refers to cases of nonfraud only.

dlhe system of flags used varies across the state.
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TABLE A.8

RANKING OF THE MOST EFFECTIVE METHODS USED IN THE DETECTION OF OVERISSUANCES, 8Y STATE AND LOCAL FSA

Table of Contents

Computer Matching Duplicate Hotline/ Special Information Information
Wages Unearned Resources Participation Error-Prone Informal Internai {C Recertification Investigation from Other Supervisory
durisdiction Income Check Profiles Complaints _ Audit Review Review Units nc fes Recipient Reviews? Other
Alabma 1 1 7 a 6 3 9 ] 4
Bibb 1 2 8 9 4 k] 5 ?
Etowah 2 8 6 3 S 1 4 ? b
Franklin 1 1 9 ? 5 6 3 8 10 4
Mobi le 2 3 X 5 6 iR X X X 4
Morgan 1 3 X X 7 2 X 8 6
Alaska 5 6 ? 8 3 2 1 10 9
Anchorage-Muldoon 1 10 6 9 5 3 8 ? 4
Ketchikan 1 2 7 5 8 . 6 10 39,9h
Arizona 2 8 4 5 1 6
Maricopa 6 8 ? 10 3 1 5 9 4
Nava jo X X 12 5 10 11 4 X 9 7
Arkans as 2 X 3 X X 1 X X X
Clay [ -8 3 ? 1 2 4 5
Phillips 1 6 12 4 10 11 2 3 9 5 8 ?
*California
Los Angeles X X X X X x X
San. Bernardino 10 4 11 1 8 12
San Joaquin 4 5 3 11 7 10
* Sonowa
* Yolo
Colorado 2 10 8 ? 4 1 ] 9 6
Boulder 2 3 9 D) 11 11 6 4 7 1 8
Denver 1 6 8 5 4 2 3 7
Gunnison-Hinsdale 7 6 8 4 9 2 1 5 3 10
* Nesa
Pueblo 5 7 2 6 3 8 1 4
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TABLE A.8 (continued)

Computer Matching Duplicate Hotline/ Special Information Information

Wages Unearned Resources Participation Error-Prone Inforwal Internal  QC Recertification Investigation from Other from Supervisory
Jurisdiction Income Check Profiles Complaints Audit Review Review Units Agencies Recipient Revi ews® Other
Connecticut 1 X X X k] X X 2 X X
* New Haven
* Torrington
Delaware X X X X X X X X X
New Castle 1 7 2 10 4 3 6 5 8 9
Suss ex 1 F 4 6 7 12 10 3 5 8 12 9
District of Columbia® 1 k] 12 10 5 11 8 7 2 4 9 6
Florida 1 2 10 7 9 5 k] 4 8 6
Dade 3 2 9 H 8 6 k] 10 4 7
Polk X X 9 10 a8 7 12 11 3 4 5 6
Georgia 1 3 8 1] 10 4 ? 2 9 6
Bibb 1 ? 10 6 4 2 3 9 8 H
Colquitt 1 9 7 S 6 3 8 2 []
Futton 1 2 7 6 8 3 9 4 -]
Madison 3 6 5 9 4 X 8 7 X
* Peach
cuan? 5 X 2 1 3 6 4
Hawa i 9 8 2 5 1 3 6 7 4
Honolulu 1 10 2 9 4 13 8 3 11 12 7 6 54
Maui 2 10 5 8 6 3 9 ? 4 1k
idaho 3 X X 4 5 2 X 1
* Ada
* Bonneville
* Canyon
* Owyhee

* Shos hone
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Computer Matching Dup) fcate Hot1ine/ Special Inforwation Information
Wages Unearmmed Resources Participation Error-Prone Informal Internal (QC Recertification Investigation from Other Supervisory
Jurisdiction Income Check Profiles Complaints _ Audit Review Review Units Agencies Recipient Reviews? Other
11 linois 2 3 X X X 4 1 X 5 6¢
Cook Co. (Ashland) 1 X X 3 X X X X 2 X X X
Cook Co, (Englewood) 1 2 9 3 13 11 8 - 12 6 7 10
Cook Co. (Garfield) 1 7 9 2 8 5 5 3 10 +
Cook Co, (S. Suburban) 1 2 X 5 4 X X 3 X X X X
Greene 1 4 3 5 6 2 7 6
Indiana 1 4 2 ? 5 3 6d
Adams 1 2 5 6 k] 4 7 8
Allen 1 2 8 4 8§ 9 3 6 4
Marion 1 H 6 7 8 3 4 9 10 5 1
Scott 3 2 8 6 7 1 5 9
Wayne 1 9 1 3 X 5 2 4 10 X
lowa 1 2 8 3 6 s 9 4
lTowa 2 1 8 - 7 9 3 4
Webster 2 1 12 8 10 6 4 1 9 7 3
Kans a5 1 § X X X 2 X 4 X X X 3
Cherokee 2 k] 5 11 6 4 1 7 8 9 10
Franklin 1 3 12 10 2 9 6 4 11 8 5 7
Limm 1 3 11 10 2 9 6 4 12 7 5 8
Wichita 1 H] 1n 9 3 ? 8 2 10 4 6
Wyandotte 1 2 X X 6 k) 5 X 4 X X X
Kentucky 1 8 9 11 4 3 2 7 10 H 6
Bell 2 6 ? 3 8 10 5 11 4 1 9
Carter 1 7 9 12 4 10 8 6 2 11 5 3
Hart 1 4 9 10 8 2 3 7 1 6 5
Jefferson 1 5 9 4 7 3 8 10 2 6
Todd 1 2 11 6 9 5 3 10 7 4 8
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TABLE A.8 (continued)

Computer Matching Duplicate Hot1ine/ Special Information Information
Wages Unearned Resources Participation Error-Prone Informal Internat QC Recertification Investigation from Other  from Supervisory

Jurisdiction Income Check Profiles Complaints _ Audit Review Review Units Agencies Recipient Reviews? Other
Mississippi 2 6 7 4 8 ] 1 9 k|

Attala 1 2 7 10 8 11 6 3 9 4 5

Hinds 1 1) 4 10 3 2 6 7 8 9

Lowndes 1 ] 7 9 4 8 2 3 10 7 6

Madison 1 2 12 10 9 7 3 4 8 6 1 5

Tishomingo 1 ] - 12 8 1 9 10 2 7 5 3
Hissourd 4 7 9 5 6 8 3 10 2 1#

Buchanan 3 3 3 3l X X 2 1 X X X

Jackson X X 4 X 3 1 2 X X

Lafayette 2 3 10 9 7 5 8 4 1 6

Pettis 1 X X X k] 5 2 4 X

St. Louis 2 2 7 8 6 4 1 5 11 9 10
Montana 1 2 10 7 6 11 3 -] 8

Cascade 4 3 9 2 8 7 1

Lewis & Clark 8 1 3 9 5 1 4 7 10
Nebraska 3 7 q 8 2 1 9 5 6

Grand Island 1 ] 2 8 k) § 9 4 7

Lexington X X X 4 X 2 X 1 3

Lincoln 6 2 8 1 5 3 4

Omaha 1 8 4 9 6 k] 10 7 2 S

Seward 4 4 4 4 1 4 3 4 2
Nevada 1 9 ? 4 6 3 8 5

Clark 1 9 6 7 3 8 2 4 5

Washoe 9 6 5 8 2 4 1 3 A
New Hampshire 1 6 k] 2 4

Dover 3 4 : 10 6 5 9 1 7 8 2

Keene i 8 B 3 ’ 5 2 6 10 9 .
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TABLE A.8 (continued)

Computer Matching Duplicate Hot1ine/ Special Information Information
Wages Unearned Resources Participation Error-Prone Informal Internat (C Recertification Investigation from Other from Supervisory
Jurisdiction Income Check Profiles Complaints Audit Review Review Units _Agencies Recipient Reviews® Other
New Jersey 1 3 10 7 5 9 2 6 8 4
Burlington 1 1 7 6 4 2 5 8 3
Canden 1 2 10 7 5 3 6 9 8 4
Essex 1 2 X X X X X X 3 4 X X X
Hudson 1 2 X X 6 X 3 5 4 X X X
Middlesex 1 2 8 5 10 3 4 9 6 7
New Mexico 1 8 10 7 6 12 . 2 11 5 3 9d
Bernalillo . 5 2 X X X X X 6 X X 1 1 af
Cibola 1 2 n 13 7 3 10 6 3 12 9 4 8
New York 4 X X 2 7 6 s 8 1 3 9 10
* Broome
Cort land 5 6 8 3 4 1 2 7
Erie 1 6 ? 11 2 10 12 3 5 9 4 5
Mew York City 1 2 X X 3 X X X X X X X X
* Onondaga
North Carolina 5 1 X 1 X X X 1 1
Craven X X X X X 7 X X 8 6
Forsyth 1 2 4 6 [ 7 5 3 7 7
Halifax 2 1 q X 7 X X X X X X
Haywood 8 1 9 10 3 1 6 ? 2 5 4
Yancey 1 X X X X 3 X 4 X X S 2
*North Dakota
Cass 1 9 4 3 2 6 7 ] 10
Enmons 2 11 10 9 4 5 1 7 6 3
Grand Forks k] 5 9 10 2 7 8 4 1 11
Mountrai) 7 4 [ 6 3 K 1
Stutsman 1 2 4 3 5 6
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Computer Matching Duplicate Hotline/ Special Information Information
Wages Unearmed Resources Participation Error-Prone Inforwal Internal Recertification Investigation from Other from Supervisory
Jurisdiction Income Check Profiles Complaints Audit Review Review Units Agencies Recipient Reviews? Other
Ohio 2 ? 6 1 $ 3
Cuyahoga 1 2 X X 5 X X 2 X 6 ?
Delaware 6 ? 5 9 2 1 4 3
Franklin 3 3 9 10 7 11 3 1 8 2
Mahoning H 3 1 X X H
Richland 8 4 7 2 5 i 6
Ok 1ahoma 3 ? 4 1 1 6 2 8 5 9 10
Carter 5 8 13 3 1 2 12 7 4 10 8 1
Custer 5 8 10 4 6 2 11 1 12 7 3
Oregon 1 2 9 [ 10 7 H 4 3 8
Albany 1 6 it 7 10 3 2 5 8 9 4
Cottage Grove 1 4 ? 8 6 3 2 5 9 10 11
East Portland 1 2 1 12 4 10 8 3 7 5 6 9
Springfield 2 3 X X X X X 1 X X X 4 gk
West Eugene 2 8 13 10 6 12 7 1 1 3 5 4
Pennsylvania 3 X X X 2 1 X X X
Lycoming 1 1 1 10 6 5 8 14 4
Philadelphia (Center) 1 5 X 3 2 L} X X X X
Philadelphia (Ogontz) 1 3 8 8 2 3 4 6 8 8 ?
Philadelphia (West) 1 7 8 9 3 10 2 . 1] 6 5 8
Westmore land 1 2 4 [} 11 9 3 5 10 6 7
Rhode Island k) 4 6 9 11 7 1 10 1 8 5
Providence 2 a 3 6 1 7 i 9 5 10 4
Warwick 3 2 5 6 7 4 1 1 8 9 10
South Carolina 1 X X X 2 X X 3
Dar1ington 2 3 6 7 1 L] 10 4 5
Georgetown 5 6 8 10 9 1 ] 2 3 7
Newberry 1 3 4 6 11 8 2 7 10 § 9
Orangeburg 3 9 5 11 6 10 4 1 4 ? a 12
Richland 2 9 10 11 X X X 4 1 k] X 5 6
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Computer Matching Duplicate Hot1ine/ Special Information Information
Wages Unearmed Resources Participation Error-Prone Informa) Internal QC Recertification Investigation from Other Supervisory
Jurisdiction Income Check Profiles Complaints Audit Review Review Units Agencies Recipient Reviews Other
South Dakota 1 9 10 8 7 6 11 4 2
Bennett 2 7 7 10 4 7 6 1
Davison 1 9 6 10 5 7 2 3
Temnessee 1 3 X X H 3 X X X
Davidson 1 6 5 L] 3 2 10 11 8 7
Sumner 1 2 9 8 6 3 10 7 4 5
Texas 1 9 4 6 8 5 2 7 3
* Bexar
DeWitt 1 2 3 X S 4 X X X X X
* Harris
Smith 2 3 10 11 6 5 1 8 7 4
Tarrant 3 4 5 ? 9 8 2 11 10 1 6
Utah k] 8 4 1 6 10 ? 2 9 5
Region 28 [ 7 10 11 8 4 S 1 2 12 13 9
Region 7A 5 12 11 8 3 9 1 7 6 10 4
Versont X X X 2 3 1 X 4
Hart ford X X X X X X 4 2 X X 1 3
St. Albans 1 4 3 5 11 10 2 7 8 9
virginia 7 4 1 10 1 6 8 9 5 3 29
Charlotte 1 7 9 2 8 3 5 6 4 10
Hampton IC 1 6 10 2 9 5 7 8 4 3
Norfolk IC 1 2 9 3 4 6 8 5 7 10
* Portsmouth
Putaski 2 6 7 1 4 5 10 8 k] 9
Virgin Islands? 5 3 2 1 4
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TABLE A.8 (continued)

Computer Matching Duplicate HotVine/ Special Information Information
Wages Unearned Resources Participation Evror-Prone informal Internal QC Recertification Investigation from Other  from Supervisory

Jurisdiction Income Check Profiles _Complaints  Audit Review Review Units Agencies Recipient Reviewst Other
Washington 1 3 8 7 2 1) 6 9 4 10

Benton 1 2 11 4 8 k] 10 9 5 7

King-Rainier 1 2 3 8 4 B 6 7 n 9 10

Pierce 1 - X 4 X X X X 3 2 X

Spokane 1 2 4 X X 3 X X X X X

vancouver 1 2 s 3 8 6 ? 9 4
Mest Virginia 1 1 1 10 8 7 5 1 9 6

Beckley a 5 ] 9 [ 2 10 ? 3 19

Charieston 1 1 9 10 s 12 8 3 1 6 1 4
Wisconsin 2 X X 1 X 3 X X

Bayf feld 1 X 4 X X X X X

Douglas 3 5 2 L] 9 1 7 6

Milwaukee 2 1 5 ? 12 8 3 6 11 10 9

Rock 2 5 3 4 7 1 10

Sauk 1 1 10 ! 2 5 4 12 8 3
Wyoming 1 3 6 7 4 5 2

Carton 2 k| 6 9 7 4 10 8 1

Crook 3 9 11 4 10 2 7 12 5 1 8

Freemont 1 2 11 10 6 4 3 7 a [

Natrona 1 2 3 4

Park 1 2 1n 4 10 3 6 9 7 8 5

*State or local FSA refused interview,

NOTE: This table is based upon Q4.00 in the census and survey instruments.

KEY: 1-13 = Rank order of effectiveness
X = Method is used, but was not ranked,
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Table of Contents

3The District of Columbia, Guam and the Virgin Islands were not included in the local FSA survey because most claims collection activities are centralized in the state-level FSA,
"'Supervtsory review" was not included in the census instrument but was listed by respondents as an “other® often enough to warrant inclusion as a separate methodological category

in the survey instruments.

CColnuter match with credit bureau files,
c'Special case reviews.

®Day-to-day activities of the caseworker,
fManual bank match,

IReference checks (landlord, nefghbors).
PRandom home visits.

iEmloy-em progras.

Jpeer review.

honthly reporting,

Yexternal audits.
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TABLE A.9

THE ORGANIZATION AND STRUCTURE OF THE INVESTIGATION STAGE OF THE CLAINS COLLECTION PROCESS,
BY STATE AND LOCAL FSA

Table of Contents

Functional Level

Investigation Includes

Relative Emphasis

of Staff Time Period over Search for Additionat on Fraud and
Respons ible for Which Overissuance Errors and/or Program Referral for Fraud Nonfraud Cases in
Investigations Is Calculated (Years) Violations Invest igation Made Investigation and
.05 {Q5.09) {Q5.10) Prior to Any Establishaent
Suspected Suspected Suspected Investigat fon Efforts
Jurisdiction fraud Nonf raud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud (Q5.01) (Q5.03
Alabﬁa AL A 6 6 Yes Yes No Fraud
Bibb AL A 6 6 No No Yes Mo difference
Etowah AL AL [ 6 Ho No Mo No difference
Franklin ct a 12 12 No No Yes Fraud
nobile a a 5 6 ™ "o o Fraud
Honlgﬂ AL A 6 1 Yes Yes Ho Fraud
m“kf;u{gm,, FS A 6 1 Yes No Yes Ko difference
Anchorage-¥uldoon *
Ketchikan "
Artzona F$ A DK DK Yes Yes No fraud
Maricopa bl
Navajo bl
Arkansas AL A 3,5° 3 Yes "o o Fraud
c]”‘ ‘ 3]
Phillips v
“California
Los Angeles FLL. A 0E 1 K 0K No No difference
San Bernardino ALEFL AL 6 1 Yes o Yes Mo difference
San Joaquin ALCLFL AL 6 1 Yes "o Yes Mo difference
* Sonoms ‘

* Yolo
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TABLE A.9 (continued)
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Functiona) Level
of Staff
Respons ible for

Time Period over
Which Overissuance

Investigation Includes
Search for Additional
Errors and/or Progras

Referral for Fraud

Relative Emphasis
on Fraud and
Nonfraud Cases in

Investigations Is Calculated (Years) Violat fons Invest igat ion Made Investigation and
.05 .09 Q5. 10) Prior to Any Establ ishmaent
Suspected Suspected Suspected Invest igat fon Efforts
Jurisdiction Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud {gs.01) (Q5.03)
Colorado FL AL 6 6 Yes Yes Yes Fraud
Boul der AL, QL ALLCL DE DE Yes Yes Ho Fraud
Denver AL, FL AL LFL NG NG Yes Yes Yes No difference
Gunnison-Hinsdale AL A DE DE Yes Yes Mo No difference
* Mesa
Pueb lo AL,FL ALFL 6 6 Yes Yes Mo Fraud
Comnecticut FS cCs Varies Varies No No No Fraud
* New Haven
* Torrington
Delaware FS AL 5 1 Yes Yes No No difference
New Castle e
Sussex b
District of Columbia® FS cs 3 3 Yes Yes o No difference
Florida FD c 6 1,2,59 Yes Yes Yes Fraud
Da* k3]
Po]k e
Georgia AL, FS A 6 1 Yes Yes No Fraud
Bibb AL A 4 RD Yes Yes Mo No difference
Colquitt AL AL 6 1 Yes Yes N Mo difference
fulton FO ALCL 6 1 Yes Yes No Mo difference
Madison Al AL OE DE Yes Yes No No difference
* Peach
Guan® CS,FS CS.F§ 6 1 Yes Yes Yes Fraud
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TABLE A.9 (continued)

Table of Contents

Functional Leve)

Investigat fon Includes .

Relative Emphasis

of Staff Time Period over Search for Additional on Fraud and
Respons ible for Which Overissuance Errors and/or Program Referral for Fraud Nonfraud Cases in
Investigations Is Calculated (Vears) Violations Investigation Made Investigation and
{@5.05) (Q5.09) Q5. 10) Prior to Any Estab) ishment
; Suspected Suspected Suspected Investigation Efforts
Jurisdiction Fraud Nonfraud Frauwd Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud {Q5.01) {Q5.03)
Hawa i{ ‘ AL,FS A 6 6 No No No Fraud
HonoTulty, L
Maui . hd
Idaho, . AL,FS A 6 1 Yes Yes Yes No difference
“Ma
* Bonneville
* Canyon
* Ouyhee.
* Shoshone
INVinois M,CS,FS  ALFS Varies 6 No No No No difference
Cook Cn, (Ashland) A A 6 6 Yes Yes Ho ¥o dif ference
Caok Ca, (Englewood) FS AL FL 6 1 Yes Yes No No dif ference
Cogk Gy, (Garfield) ALFLLFS ALFL 0E bE Yes Yes No No difference
Cook €a, (S. Suburban) AL A o€ 6 Yes Yes o Mo difference
Groene AL A DE DE Yes Yes No No difference
Indiana. AL AL 6 6 Yes Yes No Mo difference
Adams e A A 6 " Yes " )
Allen cL a [ 6 Yes Yes o Mo difference
Marion A A 6 6 Yes Yes Yes No difference
Scott A A G NG Yes Yes Yes Mo difference
Wayne AL QL AL 6 2 Yes Yes No No difference
lowa FS A Varies Varies No No No Fraud
]owa L 1 4

Webster

*&
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Functional Level
of Staff
Respons fble for

Time Period over
Which Overissuance

Invest igation Includes
Search for Additional
Errors and/or Program

Referral for Fraud

Relative Eaphasis
on Fraud and
Nonfraud Cases in

Investigations Is Calculated (Years) Violatfons Invest igat ion Made Invest igat ion and
{0Q5.08) {95.09) {Q5. 10) Prior to Any Establ ishment
Suspected Suspected Suspected Invest igation Efforts
Jurisdiction Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud {Q5.01) {Q5. 03)
Kans as AL,FD A 3 3 Yes Yes o No difference
Cherokee AL,FD A 3 3 Yes Yes Mo Mo difference
franklin AL A 3 3 Yes Yes No Mo difference
Linn AL,FO A 3 3 Yes Yes No No difference
Wichita AL, FL A LFL 3 3 Yes Yes No No difference
Wyandotte AL, FL ALLFL 0t 0E Yes Yes No No difference
Kentucky AL, CLFS AL CL 6 2 Yes No No No difference
Bell AL,FS AL 6 2 Yes Yes No Nonf raud
' Carter AL A 6 2 Yes Yes No Mo difference
Hart AL,FS A 2 2 Yes Yes No No difference
! Jefferson AL FS A 13 DE Yes Yes No No difference
> Todd ALFS A DE 2 Yes Yes "o Ko difference
e ]
S
I touisiana FD A 6 6 Yes Yes No ¥o difference
Caddo AL A H ) Yes Yes No Mo difference
Lincoln AL A 6 6 No No No No difference
I Orleans FL FL 6 6 Yes Yes Yes No difference
St. Tammany AL A NG NG Yes Yes No Fraud
Tangipahoa AL A DE DE Yes Yes No No difference
Matne AL,FS A Varies 1 Yes Yes Yes Nonfraud
Augusta AL A NG 1 Yes Yes Mo Fraud
Lewiston AL AL OE 1 Yes Yes o No difference
Maryland AL,FS AL FS 6 1 Yes Yes No Mo difference
| Al legany AL A OE 1 Yes Yes Mo Fraud
Baltimore City AL,CL,FS  ALCL NG 1 Yes Yes No No difference
Baltimore County cL (v} DE 1 Yes Yes No fraud
Frederick AL A 0E 1 Yes Yes No Fraud
Montgomery CL,FS cL NG 1 Yes Yes Yes No difference
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Functional Level

of Staff

Respons ible for

Time Period over
Which Overissuance

Invest igat fon Includes
Search for Additional
Errors and/or Program

Referral for Frauwd

Relative Emphasis
on Frayd and
Nonfraud Cases in

Investigations Is Calculated (Years) Violations Invest igat fon Made Investigation and
08 .09 {Q5. 10) Prior to Any Establ {shment
Suspected Suspected Suspected Invest igat fon Efforts

Jurisdiction Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud {q5.01) Q5.03)

Mass achisetts CS,FS A 1 % ™ Yes %o difference
Malden Fs,C8 A 6 6 Yes Yes DK Ho difference
RosTindale Fs,Cs A 6 6 Yes Yes ) No difference

Michigam ALFLFS  ALCL ] 1 Mo No Yes No difference
Berrien CL,FS a [ 1 Yes Yes No ¥o difference
Branch AL FL A 6 1 Yes Yes No Mo difference
Macosb CL,FL A 6 1 Yes Yes Yes Honfraud
St. Clair CLFL a 6 1 Yes Yes Yes No difference
Wayne ALCLFS ALCL 6 1 Yes Yes Yes No difference

Minnesota ALFL A 6 1 Yes Yes Yes No difference
Clay * FL AL FL DE DE Yes Yes Yes No difference
Dakots | AL A Y 1 Yes Yes Ho Mo difference
Henmeptn "1’ FL A '3 Naf 0ed Yes Yes "o No difference
Ra-sey" f AL FLCL ALCL NG 1 No Yes No No difference
Waseca AL FLLL  ALLLL 1 1 Yes Yes Yes Nonf raud

Miss issippl AL.CS A LCS [ 6 Yes Yes Yes Fraud
Attala AL A RD RD Yes Yes No No difference
Hinds AL AL 3 3 Yes Yes No fraud
Lowndes AL A 6 6 Yes Yes No No difference
Madison AL A 6 6 Yes Yes Yes No difference
Tishomingo AL A 6 6 Yes Yes No No difference

Missourt Fb FD 5,7¢ NG Yes Yes Yes No difference
Buchanan AL AL 6 6 Yes Yes No No difference
Jackson AL AL 6 NG Yes Yes Yes No difference
Lafayette AL AL RD RD Yes Yes No No difference
Pettis AL AL 1 Yes Yes Yes No difference
St. Loufs AL, CL ALLCL 6 DE Yes Yes Yes fraud
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TABLE A9 (continued)

Table of Contents

Functiona) Level

Invest igation Includes

Relative Emphasis

of Staff Time Period over Search for Additional on Fraud and
Respons ible for Which Overissuance Errors and/or Progras Referral for Fraud Nonfraud Cases in
Investigations Is Calculated (Years) Violat ions Invest igat ion Made Investigation and
{g5.05) {05.09) {Q5.10) Prior to Any Establishment
Suspected Suspected Suspected Invest igat fon Efforts
Jurisdiction Fraud Nonf raud Fraud Nonfraud fraud Nonfraud (Q5.01) {Q5.03)
Montana AL A 6 6 Yes Yes o Nonf raud
Cascade AL, FL ALLFL NG NG Yes Yes No Mo difference
Lewis & Clark FL FL NG DE Yes Yes No Nonfraud
Nebraska FS AL 6 1 Yes Yes Yes Nonf raud
Grand Island AL A 6 1 No No No No difference
Lexington AL, FS A H 5 o Mo Mo Ho difference
Lincoln AL AL 6 1 No No Ho No difference
Omaha AL,FL AL CL DE o€ Yes Yes Yes Nonf raud
Seward AL A 2 2 No No No Nonf raud
Nevada CL,FL L 6 6 Yes Yes No Fraud
Clark b
Washoe hbd
New Hampshire FS cs 6 1 Yes No Yes No difference
Dover e
Keene hd
New Jersey FL L 6 6 Yes Yes No Nonf raud
Burlington FL FL 6 6 Yes Yes Yes Mo difference
Camden AL FL A 6 1 Yes Yes No Fraud
Essex cL a 6 6 Yes Yes No Fraud
Huds on CL a 6 6 Yes Yes Yes No difference
Middlesex AL, CLFL A CL 5 NG Yes No No Mo difference
New Mexico AL AL 6 6 Yes Yes Yes No difference
Bernalillo AL AL 4 4 Yes Yes Yes No difference
Cibola Al A DE DE Yes Yes Yes No difference
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Table of Contents

Jurisdiction

Functional Level

Investigat fon Includes

Relative Emphasis

New York
Cort land
Erie S
Mew York City

* Onondege |

1

North Caroling

*Horth Dakota
Cass o
Enmons
Grand Forks
nowtriii
Stu‘#il‘l‘n

Ohio__i!‘ I

Cuyshoga
Delaware
Frank) in
Mahoning
Richland

Ok 1ahoma
Carter
Custer

of Staff Time Period over Search for Additional on Fraud and
Respons fble for Which Overissuance Errors and/or Program Referral for Fraud Nonfraud Cases in
Investigations Is Calculated (Years) Violations Invest igation Made Investigation and
.08 (95.09) (g5, 10) Prior to Any Establishaent
Suspected Suspected Suspected Investigation Efforts
Fraud Nonfraud Frawd Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud {gs.01) {0S.03)
AL, FL. AL FL [ 1 Yes Yes No No difference
cL ALLCL 13 DE Yes Yes Yes No difference
AL, CLFL  ALCL 3 3 Yes o No No difference
CL.FL Q. FL 6 12 Yes Yes Yes No difference
AL FL AL CL 6 1 Yes Yes Yes Mo difference
cL a RD RD Yes Yes No No difference
CL a 6 13 Yes . Yes Yes No difference
cL A . 6 3 Yes Yes Yes Fraud
cL ALLCL 5 13 Yes Yes Yes No difference
Al A DE DE Yes Yes Yes Monfraud
AL A 3 DE Yes Yes [ ] No difference
AL A 6 1 "o o Yes Mo difference
AL A 6 6 Yes Yes No No difference
AL A 1 1 Yes Yes No No difference
A A 1 1 o o No Mo difference
CL A 6 Yes No No Fraud
FL ALCL DE 6 Yes No Yes Fraud
AL A DE DE Yes Yes No Nonf raud
AL ALCL ? 7,14 Yes Yes No No difference
L R DE DE Yes Yes Ho No difference
FL . OE 1 Yes Yes #o Nonf raud
AL,FS A Varies 1 Yes Yes No No difference

e

"k
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Funct fonal Level

of Staff

Respons ible for

Time Period over
Which Overissuance

Invest igat fon Includes
Search for Additional
Errors and/or Program

Referral for Fraud

Relative Emphasis
on Fraud and
Wonfraud Cases in

Investigations Is Calculated (Years) Violations Invest igat fon Made Invest igation and
.05 (Q5.09) (Qs. 10) Prior to Any Estab) fshment
Suspected Suspected Suspected Investigation Efforts

Jurisdiction Fraud Nonf raud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud (Q5.01) (Q5. 03)

Oregon c0,Cs ALCS 6 6 Yes Yes Yes Freud
Albany AL,CS AL,CS DE DE Yes Yes Yes No difference
Cottage Grove AL,CS AL CS DE DE Yes Yes No No difference
East Portland AL,CS A,CS 6 3 Yes Yes No No difference
Springfield AL, CS ALLCS NG 1 Yes Yes Yes No difference
West Eugene AL,CS A LCS 6 6 Yes Yes Yes No difference

Pennsylvania CL a 0K DK Yes No No Fraud
Lycoming AL A 4 4 Yes Yes No Fraud
Philadelphia (Center) AL A OE DE Yes Yes Yes Mo difference
Philtadelphia (Ogontz) AL AL DE DE Yes Yes No ¥o difference
Philadeiphia (West) AL N 1 No No Yes No difference
Westmore land AL A 6 6 No No No No difference

Rhode Island AL,CS ALLCS 6 1 Yes Yes Yes No difference
Providence -

Warwick -

South Carolina cL o 6 1,64 Yes Yes No No difference
Dar1ington L o 6 1.6¢ Yes Yes Ho Mo difference
Georgetown cL [u § 6 l,Rl)d Yes Yes No No difference
Newberry CL CL 6 RD No No No Fraud
Orangeburg ct a 5 5 Yes Yes No No difference
Richland cL a 6 1,64 Yes Yes No Fraud

South Dakota AL, CL A 6 1 Yes Yes Yes No difference
Bennet t bl
Davison b

Tennessee FL A 1 Yes No Yes Mo difference
Davidson CL,FL L 6 1 Yes No No Mo difference
Sumner AL A 6 1 Yes Yes o Fraud
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Functional Level

Investigation Includes

Relative Emphasis

of Staff Time Period over Search for Additional on Fravd and
Respons ible for Which Overissuance Errors and/or Program Referral for Fraud Monfraud Cases in
Investigations Is Calculated (Years) Violat fons Invest igat ion Hade Investigation and
.05 .09 {@5. 10) Prior to Any Establishment
Suspected Suspected Suspected Investigation Efforts
Jurisdiction Fraud raud fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud (g5.01) {g5.03)
Texas Ft A & 6 Yes Yes No fraud
* Gexar | .
DeWitt FL A DK DK Yes Yes Ref. No difference
* Harris ’
Saith Fs A 3 DE Yes Yes No No difference
Torvarik ALFD &.Co DE o€ Yes Yes No Fraud
g
Utah' N § [} 6 6 Yes Yes No No difference
Reigton. 28 e !
Region A -
Vermont FS .3 3 1 Yes Yes Yes No difference
Hartford bl
St. ‘Albans b
virginis CL,FL N 8 1 Yes Yes No Fraud
Chirlotte L [ 5 DE Yes Yes o Fraud
Ct a [3 6 Yes Yes No Fraud
Fi ACL 7 )13 Yes Yes [ ] Fraud
Pulaskt !’ FL n oE DE Yes Yes Ves Fravd
Virgtn Istands® FS.LS oW Varies Varies No Ho Yes Fraud
Mashington FS a [ 2 do No Ves Mo difference
Benton cL R 4 [ NG Yes Yes No Fraud
King-Rainter AL QU AL NG 2 Yes Yes o Fraud
Pierce AL FL AL NG 2 Yes No No No difference
Spokane CcL [+ § 4 2 Yes Yes Yes Mo difference
VanCouver CL a 6 2 Yes Yes No No difference
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TABLE A.9 (continued)

Table of Contents

Functional Level
of Staff
Respons ible for

Time Period over
Which Overissuance

Invest igat fon Includes
Search for Additional
Errors and/or Program

Referral for Fraud

Relative Emphasis
on Fraud and
Nonfraud Cases in

Investigations Is Calculated (Years) Violations Invest igat fon Made Invest tgat fon and
{Q5.05) (05.09) {Q5.10) Prior to Any Establishment
Suspected Suspected Suspected Invest igation Efforts
Jurisdiction Fravd Nonf raud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud (Q5.01) {Q5.03)
West Virginia CS,FS cs Varies Varies Yes Yes Yes Fraud
Beck ley bk
Charleston e
Wisconsin FOLL A 1 1 Yes Yes ™ Wo difference
Bayf ield AL A 1 1 Yes Yes Yes Mo difference
Douglas AL, FL A 6 oE, 64 Yes Yes Mo No difference
Milwaukee AL A 6 6 Yes Yes No No difference
Rock AL AL FL DE 1 Mo No No Nonfraud
Sauk n A 1 1 Yes Yes Yes Wonfraud
Wyoming AL A 6 Yes Yes No No difference
Carbon AL A 2 Yes Yes Yes No difference
Crook AL A Yes Yes No o difference
Freemont AL AL DE DE Yes Yes No No difference
Natrona AL AL 2 2 Yes Yes No Mo difference
Park AL A DE 1 Yes Yes No Fraud

*State or local FSA refused interview,

**This series of questfions was not asked in the interviews with local FSAs in states where the claims process is predominantly state-operated.

WA The question is not applicable to this local FSP systea.
DK The information was not available at the time of the interview,
Ref. Respondent refused to answer question,
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TABLE A.9 (continued)

KEYS: Functional Level: A = Agency Time Period: DE = Date of error
C = Claims/Collections Unit NG = No established quidelines
F » Fraud/Investigation Unit RD = March 1979

L » Legal Authority

For each of the above,
code whether it is:
L = Local/County
D = District/Region
§ = State

31he District of Columbia, Guam and the Virgin Islands were not included in the local FSA survey because most claims collection activities are
centralized in the state- level FSA.

bnis refers to a fraud investigator within the office, rather than a specialized fraud unit,

“The first figure refers to suspected fraud pursued through criminal proceedings, the second to suspected fraud pursued through administrative
disqual{ficat fon hearings.

dThe first figure refers to overissuances due to agency error, the second to overissuances due to household error.

€A case of suspected fraud has never been pursued in this local FSA.

feases due to agency error are not pursued.

Table of Contents
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TABLE A.10

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INVESTIGATION STAGE OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS,

BY STATE AND LOCAL FSA

Table of Contents

Methods Used to Investigate the Claim and
an_Estimatfon of Their Frequency of Use

Characteristics of

Suspected Fraud (Q5.18) Nonfraud (Q5.11 Existence of Systeam for Case Which Increase
Hot Not Prioritizing Cases Likelihood of Investigation
Always Always Always Always Suspected Fraud Nonf raud Suspected Fraud Nonfraud

Jurisdiction Used Used Used Used {05.19} (05.12) {95. 20) {95.13)
Alabams c. 1,1 H [ H No No

L1 C.1 T c 1,P,T o Ho

Etowal c LH,T c 1.7 Mo No

Franklin [ l.P.T.H" c I,P.T Yes Yes A.0,Q,R,u0 E.D

Mobite [ l.P.T.hb o 1,P,7 Yes Yes H.P.D.Q.u.nh 0

Horgam c 1,P,T C 1,p,7 Yes Yes A 0.R N,A0
Alpska CH,T I.F [ 1,H,T Yes No H,P N,D,Q,R

Anchorage-Muldoon had

‘Ketchikan -
Arizona c.1 1.F c 1H,T Yes No u,0,Q,R

Maricopa "

Nava 30 "
Arkansas c ILH,T.F c 1.K,1,0¢ Yes %o 0,Q.R

Clay e

Phillips b
*California

Los Angeles C.PIT.F H ¢ PI,T Yes No A,0,0,R,M°

San Bernardino 1. P IH [¥%) PJIH No Ho

San Joaguin ¢ T.W.P.LH c T,P.LN Mo Ho
» Sonoma

* Yolo
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Methods Used to Investigate the Claim and
an Estimation of Their Frequency of Use

Suspected Fraud (Q5.18)

Nonfraud (Q5.11)

Existence of Systes for

Characteristics of
Case Which Increase

Mot Mot Prioritizing Cases Likelihood of Investigation
Always Always Always Always Suspected Fraud Nonf raud Suspected Fraud Nonfraud
Jurisdiction Used Used Used Used _{05.19) (QS.12) {Q5. 20) {05.13)
Colorado C.T 1.H,F C 1,87 Yes Yes N,A,0,Q.R E,N,AD
Boulder P LK, T ¢ P.LHT Yes Yes H.D,Q.R )
Denver LH,T W ¢ LLH.T o No
Gumnison-Hinsdale c,7 P.IH c,T P,I.H No No
* Mess
Pueblo c PLH, T WP ¢ PLLH,T Yes Yes N.A,D.Q.R M ENAD
Connecticut c,T C 1KY No No
New Haven bl
Torrington hid
De laware [ I,H,T c I,H,T Yes Yes 0.Q.R 0
New Castle il
Sussex bl
pistrict of Columbia® c I.H,T,F C.1 H,7 Yes Yes P,n,0,Q,R N
Florida c,T H,F C T Yes Yes H,0,Q.R E,N,AD
Dade hd
Polk -
Georgia c,I H,T,F C 1,7 Yes No A D,Q,R
Bibk C c,I P.M,T Yes No A0
Colquitt " c PIHT [} No
fulton [Ty P.1,T M Yes N,AD
Madison C pIT P.I,T No No
* Peach
Guan® c,0¢ 1,H,T,F c.0¢ IH,T No No



S6-v

TABLE A. 10 (cont inued)

Table of Contents

Mathods Used to Investigate the Claim and
an_Estimation of Their Frequency of Use

Suspected Fraud (45.18)

Nonfraud (Q5. 11}

Existence of System for

Characteristics of
Case Which Increase

ot Mot Prioritizing Cases Likelihood of Investigation
Always Alvays Always Alvays Suspected Fraud Nonf raud Suspected Fraud Nonfraud
Jurisdiction Used Used Used Used _{05.19) (05. 12) (Q5. 20) {05.13)
Hawa Tt C.I.7 HF c AT Yes No A.0,Q.R
Homo 101G -~
Noul L
Idaho c LM, T.F c ILH,T %o Yes £,4,A,0
* Ma
* Sonneville
* Canyon
* Duyhee i
* Shoshone
Hinols c LK, ¢ 1K1 Yes No H.P.N,A,D,0Q,R
took Co. (Ashland) ¢ PN T.W ¢ P IM,T %o o
Cook Co. (Englewood) c PLHTW ¢ PMT Yes Yes P.N,A,Q,R M P.EK.A,D
Cook Co. (Garfield) c P LLH,T c PM,T »o No
Cook ‘Co. (S. Suburban) (A P, LKW c.7 PIMH o No
Greene c ERAX C.P.I,T % No
Indtma .1 et c.7 1 ™ o
Aans "e ‘ € P17 Mo No
Mien c.7 P.LHW c P.LH,T ) No
Mirion’ T ¢ 1 Yes Yes AD ()
Scott c P I, T.W ¢ P17 [ Yes A
Wayne ) P I H,T W c PHT ves Yes N,A.0,0.R HNAD
Tova .1 LH,F c 1H,T o No
Iowa bl
-h

Webster
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Methods Used to Investigate the Claim and

an Estimation of Their Frequency of Use

Suspected Fraud ((5.18

Nonfraud (Q5. 11

Existence of System for

Characteristics of
Case Which Increase

Not Not Prioritizing Cases Likelihood of Investigation
Always Always Always Always Suspected Fraud Nonf raud Suspected Fraud Nonfraud
Jurisdiction Used Used__ Used Ysed {05.19) {95.12)  (g5.20) {g5.13)
Kans as .7 ILH,F ¢ T Yes No .0,Q.R
Cherokee .1 P 1w c.T P.I Yes o P.N,A,0,Q.RM®
Franklin c.7 P 1LHMW .1 PN ¥o Mo
Lian .1 PIM c,T Pl No No
Wichita c P ILH T.W ¢ P.LHT o No
Wyandotte 1,1 HP .7 PLIH Yes %o H.P.N,A,D,Q, R, M
Kentucky c, 1,7 c,I T No No
Bell c P.1,T,4,09 c p.1,7,0 o No
Carter c P I, T [ pI,T Mo No
Hart ¢ P.LT ¢ (R ™ Ho
Jefferson [ P I,T P,I,T Yes Yes 0 0
z Todd .7 Pl ¢7 P.I o o
e}
Louisfana C,1 H,T,F C 1,T No No
Caddo ¢ P.LH,T.WP c PLH,T o No
Lincoln P17 C P.I,T No No
Orleans c,1 [N} c,T e, o No
St. Tammany P LM, T ¢ PIH,T Yes Yes A,0,Q.R,M P.ENALD
Tangipahoa P,1,H,T [« P IMH,T N No
Maine ¢ LKT LT o No
Augusta c P.LH,T.WP PIM,T o No
| Lewiston C P 1T P I.T Yes Yes Q.R H,N,AD
Maryland .1 ILH c.7 Yes Yes N.0,Q.R N.A.D
Allegany c P.IT.W c P17 X No
Baltimore City 1T P 1M C PIT Mo Mo
‘ Balt imore County < . c.1.0" p.1 Yes Yes 0,0 £,0,0
\ Frederick c.o® 1T c.0* 1.7 No No
| Montgomery C.T P T c,P Yes No A
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Methods Used to Investigate the Clain and
an Estimation of Their Frequency of Use

Suspected Fraud (QS. 18}

Nonfraud (Q5. 11}

Existence of System for

Characteristics of
Case Which Increase

Not Not Prioritizing Cases Likelihood of Investigation
Always Always Always Always Suspected Fraud Nonfraud Suspected Fraud Nonfraud
Jurisdiction Used _ Used Used Used (05,19) {05.12) (05.20) (g5.13
Massachusetts c T Yes No D,0.R
Malden o [ 1 [ No
Ros1indate w" " P IM,T " Ho
Michigin i - ¢ LHT,F ¢ 1.7 Yes No D,0.R
Berrien €1 8 .7 1 Yes o 0,0.R,M°
Branth ¢ e LR T c P.IT No o
Macomb’ (AR (R ¢ P.ILMT Yes o ,A,0,Q,R
st. Chadr .7 PIHWP c.7 Pl %o %o
Nayne ¢ P.LATW PIMT W0 o
Mimmesota c,t IH,F c.i H,T Yes Yes NA,D,Q,R N,AD
Clay iR C.IH ¢ P17 Yes o H,H,A.D,Q, 8,00
Dakots - C.P LK1 c.p 1.7 Yes Yes R.4.0,0,R,® A
Henmdp in ¢ PLH,T.WP ¢ P,I,T.0" Yes Yes H,A.0,0,R,10 N.AD
Rassey .1 P.LHT W 3 PILT Yes Yes H,P,0LAD,Q. R  EAD
Wasecs ¢ p,1 ¢ PIM (™ No
Hiss isstppd ¢ LM T.F c 1.4.7,08 %o o
Attata ¢ P TV c P17 o Mo
Hinds c P, 1,7 [ P.IT Yes Mo [}
Lowndes ) P17 c PLT %o Wo
Madison [4 P, T C PT No No
Tishoaingo ¢ P17, ¢ IR o No
Missourt cT IM,F c.T 1 Yes Yes N,D.Q
Buchanan P17,V PLT Yes Yes N,0,R,MP E.A
Jackson pY PT No No
Lafayette P, 1.7 P,1,T No No
Pettis 1 P LHMW .1 PIH Ko No
St. Louis P.IJ.\P P17 Mo No
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Methods Used to Investigate the Claim and

an_Estimation of Their Frequency of Use

Characteristics of

Suspected Fraud (Q5.18) Nonfraud {Q5.11 Existence of System for Case Which Increase
Not Not Prioritizing Cases Likelihood of Investigation
Always Always Always Always Suspected Fraud Nonfraud Suspected fraud Nonfraud

Jurisdiction Us ed _Used Used Used (Q5.19) {Q5. 12) {Q5. 20) {Q5.13)

Montana c,T I,M,F C IH,T Yes Yes P.A,D,Q.R H,P,N,AD
Cascade c PLHT c PULM,T Yes Yes P.N,A.D,Q,RM P.ENA,D
Lewis & Clark .1 PIH c.1 P.IH % Yes A

Nebraska C ILHT C I, H,T Yes No N,D,Q,R
Grand Island .7 W ¢ HI,T Mo o
Lexington c PLT.W ¢ P.1.T o No
Lincoln c H,I1,7 c H,I,7 No No
Omaha ¢ H,I,T c T Yes Yes 0.R N0
Seward e P.IH ¢ PJLHT Yes Yes H.P,N.AD,Q.R,M®  H.END

Nevada .7 LH,F c.7 1M Yes Yes N.A,0,Q,R N.AD
Clark i
Washoe il

New Hampshire c,T 1.H,F [+ Yes No P.N,A,D.Q.R
Oover hid
Keene -

New Jersey C,1 H,T,F C IH,T Yes Yes N,A,D,Q,R ELNAD
Burlington ¢ H WP c T No Yes A
Canden .1 P.LHW .7 P.IH o Yes NA
Essex c,T P.1 c,T P.1 Yes Yes N,D N,D
Huds on .1 P.LHWP C.7 P.IH ¥o Yes A
Middlesex c,7 P LHW c T Yes Yes P.N,A,D,Q,RM 0

New Mexico ! HT.F C.1 H,T Mo Ho
Bernalillo c PLK T ¢ PLN,T Mo o
Cibola c PLHT.W c PLAH,T Mo No
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Methods Used to Investigate the Claim and
an Estimation of Their Freguency of Use

Suspected Fraud , 18

Nonfraud (Q5.11)

Existence of System for

Characteristics of
Case Which Increase

Not Not Prioritizing Cases Likelihood of Investigation
Always Always Always Always Suspected Frawd Nonfraud Suspected Fraud Nonfraud
Jurisdiction _\sed Used Used Used _(g5.19) (05. 12) {95. 20) (05.13)
New York c.1 LH.F c.1 H,T Ko No
* Broowe |
GRIATY P,IHT Yes " N,0.R
LH, TP .1 1K Yes o P.N,A,0,Q,R
LT c Mo Yo
c LK, T.F ¢ LWT Yes Yes ] 0
¢l BT ¢ 1.1 o No
e LM, T ¢ 1KY Mo Yes £
c.I T H .7 P.IH Yes o 0,0
(ARNAR 4 .7 P o o
c P T WP c LM,T Yes Yes 0,0.R,0 £,0,A,0
*Horth Dakota
Cass c P17 c P.1T o No
Enaons c, 0" P17 c.o" P17 Ho No
Grond Forks C.IT PP c PAMT o o
Noumtrall C,1 P, T c,1 PH,T No Yes A
Stutsman c.1 (R ¢.1 (R ™ No
Ohto C,1.F T c,1 Yes Yes P.N,AD.Q,R P.NLALD
Cuyahoga c PN, TW PLH,T Yes Yes (] P.N,D
Delaware c PLHT P,LH,T %o No
Frank) in .7 P C.T1 P.I No No
Mahoning c P11, c P.IT Yes Yes 0.Q.R NAD
Richland CH PIT.W c PLLAT o o
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Methods Used to Investigate the Claim and
an Estimation of Their Frequency of Use

Characteristics of

Suspected Fraud (Q5.18 Nonfraud (Q5.11) Existence of System for Case Which Increase
Not Not Prioritizing Cases Likelihood of Investigation
Always Always Always Always Suspected Fraud Nonf raud Suspected fraud Nonfraud
Jurisdiction Us ed Us ed Used Used {95.19) (Q5. 12) (Q5. 20) (Q5.13)
Ok lahoma .7 IH c,7 1M Yes Yes H,¥,A,0,Q,R £.M,A,0,0¢
Carter hbd
Custer il
Oregon ¢ LK, T,F c 1 Yes No P.N.A.0,0.R
Albany c LMW c LHT Mo ¥o
Cottage Grove C P I,T C P,I,T No No
East Portiand ¢ LM TW C PIM,T No No
i Springfield c T c p,IT o Yes 0
| West Eugene C P, 1H,T c P, I H,T No No
I b= Pennsylvania [ T,F C 1,7 Yes No Q.R
| w Lyconing c PLLHT c POM,T Yes o 0,0,R,M¥®
| 3 Philadelphia (Center) .7 P,1 ¢.T Pl o Ho
| Philadelphia (Ogontz) c.1 P,IH C.T P LM Mo o
| Philadelphia (West) c.7 PILM R PIH K No
Westmore land C PILHT o P, IH,T No No
! Rhode Island c 1PH,T,F c 1K,T,p '™ Ko
| Providence -
Warwick bl
South Carolina c LH,T C 1M Mo Yes H
Darl ington c PLH T c.I PH,T o Yes H.P,ENA,D
| Georgetown c LT W ¢ P.1,T No No
Newberry ¢l PH,T W c.I PHT Yes Yes X.0,Q,R EA
| Orangeburg ¢ TP C PIH,T o Ho
| Richland 3 P LM T, W c PLILHT Yes Yes 0.Q H.E
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TABLE A.10 (cont inued)

Methods Used to Investigate the Claim and
an Estimation of Their Fregquency of Use

Characteristics of

Suspected Fraud {05.18) Nonfraud (QS. 11 Existence of System for Case Which Increase
Not Not Prioritizing Cases Likelihood of Investigation
Always Alvays Always Always Suspected Fraud Nonfraud Suspected Fraud Nonfraud

Jurisdiction Used Used Used Used (95.19) {g5.12) {Q5. 20) {g5.13
South Dakota ‘ (R H c.p I o Ho

Berwiett "

Davison hid
Tennessee’ C. LK1 d Ho No

Daviidson R PLHWP C.1 P Yes No ¥.A,D,G.R0

Sumher: c e LT c P.IT Mo o
Texas c,1 H,T,F C 1K1 Yes No H.D.Q.R
* Bexsr

Deftt Ref. Ref. ¢ PLLH,T Ref. Ref ., Ref. NA
* Harr{s

Smith: ¢ P.LH.T c LT Mo No

Tarrat ¢! PHMWP ChIT H Yes Yes ) AD
Utan ' ¢ LK, T.f ¢ LT "o No

Region 28 -

Region ‘7A "
Vermont . | CH,T LF c LM % No

Hartford -

st. AV "
Virginia .7 L,F,0f c LH,T Yes Yes P.0,0.R P.A,D

Charlotte P LT H .17 P Yes Wo H.D,0.R,M®

Haspton IC T W f0LH .7 P.I Yes Yes N.A,0,Q,RM E.N.AD

Norfolk IC (8 K R XN ¢ PLILHT Yes Yes H.N,A,D, 0, RN E.AD
* Portsaouth

Pulaski e.1 p,IHW c.T P.I o o
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Methods Used to Investigate the Claim and
an Estimation of Their Frequency of Use

Characteristics of

Suspected Fraud (Q5.18) Nonfraud {Q5.11 Existence of System for Case Which Increase
Not Not Prioritizing Cases Likelihood of Investigation
Always Always Always Always Suspected Fraud Nonfraud Suspected Fraud Nonfraud

Jurisdiction Used Used Used Used (05.19) {Q5.12) {Q5. 20) (05.13)

Virgin Islands® C,LH,T F C.I,T H No Yes ()}

Mash ington c 1H,T,F 1.7 Yes Yes N,0,0,R A,D,09
Benton [+ P17 P,I,T No Yes N,AD
King-Rainier CIT P.H P.IT Yes Yes N.A,D,Q.RM PENALD
Pierce .1 P.LHW .7 P.1 Yes No N.A.Q.R
Spokane C C No No
Vancouver ¢ PLH T c PLA,T Yes Yes N,A.D,Q.R NA

Mest Virginia C.1.T7 F c 11,0 Yes Yes 0.0.R EALD
Beck ley -

Char leston bl

Wisconsin ILH,T [« IH.T No No
Bayfleld c.1 P.HW c Pl Yes Ho R
Douglas c P I,T,W c P.IT Yes No N,0,R
i lwaukee ¢ PLLH,T ¢ P.IH.T Yes Yes 0 N.AD
Rock c PLHT.W c P.IT Yes o H.P.N.A,D,Q,R.M®
Sauk C.7 PP .1 P.1 No #o

Wyoming c LW, T,.F,0" ¢ 1 Yes Mo 0.Q.R
Carbon c P,LH,T c.7 P.IH No No
Crook ¢.LH,1,0! c.0% P.LH,T Yes Yes 0,Q.R,M° 0
freemont C.I T c,l T No No
Natrona c P.LH, T, WP c PIH.T %o No
Park c,T P Cc,7T P No No
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*State or local FSA refused interview,

Table of Contents

**This series of questions was not asked in the interviews with local FSAs in states where the claims process is predominantly state-operated.

MA The question is not applicable to this local FSP system.

0K The information was not available at the time of the interview.

Ref. The respondent refused to answer the question,

KEYS: Methods: C = Case file review
I = In-office fnterview
P = Telephone interview
B = Howe visit
T = Third-party contact
F = Foremsic investigation
W = Interview witness
0 = Dther

Characteristics of Case: H = Age/health/employment status of client
P = PA household
E = Household error
N = Recent error/claim
A = Active case
D = Dollar amount
M = Fraud in sultiple programs
0 = Quality of evidence
R « Repeat offender/flagrant violation
0 = Other

3The District of Colusbia, Guam and the Virgin Islands were not included in the local FSA survey because most claims collection activities are

centralized in the state-level FSA,

l’TM: was pot included as & possible response in the census instruments but was listed as an "other® method often enough for inclusion as a separate

response possibiility In the survey nstrusents,
Record ‘dm:k‘ n another program's case records.

9 cmputer satch,

®Error due to unreported income.

fRefarral to prosecutor for sore thorough investigation.
9Costs of follow-up.

Mental evaluation of client.

'Dup"ute participation check.

JCo-puter inquiry.

KCheck references.

'Check property records,

®Letter to client.

Rcases of suspected fraud are investigated by the state FSA.

%A case of suspected frawd has never been pursued in this local

FSA.
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TABLE A.11

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ESTABLISHMENT STAGE OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTIOW *ROCESS,
BY STATE AND LOCAL FSA

Ranking of Methods Used To Use of Management Functional Level of Staff Responsible
Establish Fraud Clates {036.00) Review of Decision for Notifying Household of the Claim {Q6.08)
Disqualification Adminisi-stive Waiver Factors Entering into the To Establish the Fraud
Criatnal Consent Disqualification of Decision to Refer a Case Claim {06.06) Court-
Jurisdiction Prosecution Agreement Hearing Hearing for Prosecution {Q6.03) Fraud Nonfraud  Established Other Nonf raud
Alabama 2 3 1 4 D,R,F Yes Yes LS Al Al
Bibb 4 3 1 2 0 Yes Yes K AL AL
Etowah 3 4 2 1 D.R,F No No LS AL AL
Frank}in 3 2 1 4 B,S.M Yes Yes LS cL cL
Mobile 4 4 1 k] 0.R,F,5,M Yes Yes LS cL cL
Morgan : 3 1 4 1 o Mo o Ls AL AL
Alaska 3 1 4 2 0,f Yes Yes FS FS cs
Anchor age-Myldoon b
Ketchikan bl
Arizona 4 2 3 1 [ Yes Yes Ls [ 43 43
Maricopa bl
Nava jo bl
Arkansas k] 4 1 2 D,R,F No Yes LS cs cs
Clay L
Phillips bk
*California
Los Angeles 2 i D,R,F,S Yes Yes FL CL cL
San Bernardino 1 2 O,R,S Yes Yes FL,LL cL CL
San Joaquin 1 2 N,D,R,F,S No No a cL cL
* Sonosa

* Yolo



901-v

TABLE A.11 {continued)

Table of Contents

Rank ing of Methods Used To
Establish Fraud Claims (06.00)

Use of Management
Review of Decision

Functiona) Level of Staff Responsible

for Notifying H

hold of the Claim {6.08)

Disqualification Administrative Watver Factors Entering into the To Establish the Fraud
Criminal Consent Disqualification of Decisfon to Refer a Case Claim (06.05) Court-
Jurisdiction Prosecution Agreement Hearing Hearing for Prosecution (Q6.03) Fraud Nonf raud Establ ished Dther Nonf raud
Colorado 2 3 1 0,F Yes Yes a,u CL CL
Boulder 2 1 R,F,S Yes Yes a CL CL
Denver 2 1 M No No FL.LS AL AL, CL
Gunnison-Hinsdale 2 1 0,R,$ Yes Yes A AL AL
* Mesa
Pueblo 2 1 D,R,F,S No No a cL CL
Connecticut 1 3 2 4 D,F,S,H Yes Yes LS FS AL
* New Haven
* Torrington
Delaware X xb X x® 0.R.F 0K [ cs.LS €s,LS cs
New Castle b
Sussex b
District of Columbiad : ] 2 3 D,R,F Yes o s cs cs
Florida 1 4 2 3 O,R,F Yes Yes co,Ld cD [o1]
D‘* Lo d
Polk e
Georgia 2 1 3 4 0,R,F, No Mo LS 23 Automated
Bibb 3 1 L] 1 0,.f,S Yes Yes FD FD Automated
Colquitt Nl NA A NA WA % Yes ) D c
Fulton na! A A HA A A o ) FO AL, Autosated
Madison K 1 2 4 D,.R,F.S 0K Yes [31) Fo Automated
* Peach
Guan? 3 4 1 2 0,M Mo No FS FS FS
Hawaii 3 4 2 1 D.R,F No No FS Al AL
Honolulu b

Maui

(3]
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TABLE A. 11 (continued)

Ranking of Methods Used To Use of Management Functional Level of Staff Responsible
Estab)ish Fraud Claims (06.00) Review of Decision for Notifying Household of the Claim (Q6.08)
Disqualificatior  Administrative Waiver Factors Entering into the To Establish the Fraud
Criminal Consent Disqualification of Decisfon to Refer a Case Claim {Q6.05) Court-
Jurisdiction Prosecution Agreement Hear ing Hearing for Prosecution (06.03) fraud Nonfraud _ Established Other Nonf raud
Idaho 3 1 2 0,R,F Yes Yes FD FO AL
*Ada
*Bonneville
*Canyon
*Owyhee
*Shoshone
Nlinods 4 ® 3 1® 0.R.f Yes Yes cs cs cs
Cook Co. (Ashland) T\ Y NA WA "} M " " NA NA
Cook Co. (Englewcod) ' A A NA M M A ™ A NA
Cook Co. (Garfield) 't " NA NA Y Y " " A KA
Cook Co. (S. Suburban) NA‘ NA HA NA L} L NA L) NA NA
Greene Ha'! ") NA KA 73 A ™M " NA nA
Indiana ? 1 0,.R,F Yes Yes AL Al AL
Adans nat ) A HA " ™ " ") NA NA
Allen 4 1 D,R,F.S Yes o a cL CL
Marion 1 o o i nad c
Scott 1 o » m AL a
Wayne 1 2 0,R,F,S Mo Ho Ll CL ct
lowa 1 2 D.R,F,S Yes No c [ cs
loﬂ t 2 3
Webster bid
Kansas 3 4 1 2 D,R,F M Yes Yes L AL AL
Cherokee 2 1 No No LS LS AL
Franklin 2 A 1 3 D.R,S Yes Yes AL AL AL
Linn ‘ 1 1 D.8.S Yes Yes A AL AL
Wichita 1 2 1 2 D.R.F.S Mo Mo FLLS FL AL.CL
Wyandotte M 2 3 0,R,F,S Yes Yes LS FL FL
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TABLE A. 11 (continued)

Ranking of Methods Used To Use of Management Functional Level of Staff Responsible

Establish Fraud Claims (Q6.00) Review of Decisfon for Notifying Household of the Claim (Q6.08
Disqualification Administrative Waiver Factors Entering into the To Establish the Fraud
Criminal Consent Disqualification of Decision to Refer a Case Claim (06.05) Court-
Jurisdiction Prosecution Agreement Hearing Hearing for Prosecution (Q6.03) Fraud Nonfraud Establ ished Other Nonf raud
Kent ucky 3 1 2 1 0 Yes Yes u afcbese  afafcse
Bell 3 2 1 )] No Mo A Al AL
Carter 4 1 3 1 DR Yes Yes AL AL AL
Hart 3 4 2 1 D,R,F,S Mo No ALLFS AL,FS AL,CS
Jefferson 3 2 1 4 ) Yes Yes AL LCL AL, QL AL, CL
Todd 4 1 3 2 D,F,S Yes Yes AL AL AL
Louisiana 3 4 2 1 0,R,F Yes Yes LS FS cs
Caddo HA! M NA NA " M M ™ NA HA
Lincoln Ty ™ NA NA " A ™ " NA NA
Drleans na'! " NA NA A " M " NA NA
st. Tamsany ! " N "A Y " " Y wA wA
Tangipahoa NA! N NA A " "y " ) NA NA
Maine 4 2 1 3 0,R,F Yes Yes 8 AL AL
Augusta 4 2 3 1 D,R,F No Mo ALLL AL AL
Lewiston 4 2 1 2 D.S o Mo [18 AL AL
Maryland 1 2 4 3 D.R,F No No A Al Al
Allegany 2 0.F Yes o Ls wal AL
Baltimore City 4 1 3 2 " © Yes Yes a oL cL
Baltimore County 1 3 2 D.S No No LS AS CL
Frederick 3 2 1 F Yes Yes FS.LL AL AL
Montgomery X X X X L] Yes Yes a CL CL
Massachusetts 2 4 1 3 DR Yes Yes LS cs cs
Malden NA! Ty NA NA " M N " NA NA
Ros1indale nal ™ NA NA " " " A NA NA
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Rank ing of Methods U . To

Establish Fraud Claiss  36.00)

Use of Managesent
Review of Decision

Functional Level of Staff Responsible
for Notifying Household of the Claim (0Q6.08)

Disqualification Administrative Waiver Factors Entering into the To Establish the Fraud
Crimimal Consent Disqualification of Decision to Refer & Case Clais J6.05) Court-

Jurisdiction Prosecution  Agreement Hear ing Hearing for Prosecution (Q6.03) Fraud Monfraud = Established Other Nonfraud
Michigan 4 3 2 1 D.R,F o % A AL AL

Berrfen 2 1 3 4 O.R.F,S Ho Mo a o cL

Branch 2 1 D,R,F Yes Mo LS FL AL, Automated

Nacomb 1 2 3 . 0.F Yes Yes a cL m

st. CQlair 3 1 2 [] 0 Yes Yes a CL cL

ayne 4 2 1 3 N.R.F,S Yes No CL,LS,Automated CL,LS,Automated CL
Minnesota ] D.R.F Yes Yes ALLCL rad ALCL

Clay B 2 N,0.R,F,S Mo No FL o o

Dakota ] Yes Yes i Ty AL

Hennepin X X D.R,S Yes " Fi,CL 7Y o

Rams ey X No Yes FL wa cL

waseca e M WA A A " o " A AL
Mississippl 2 4 1 2 0 Yes Yes cs cs cs

Attala wa! ™M NA N2 M A M ™ NA M

Hinds ! " A NA " ™ " " NA A

Lowndes Al A HA A WA " M " NA WA

Madison ! " A A "y ™ Y M A NA

Tishomingo NA! " NA A A " M M NA NA
Missouri 3 1® 4 1b 0.R,F,0° No No Automated Automat ed Automated

Buchanan At [ NA NA WA " Y 75 Fs o

Jackson 4 1 3 2 m! o ¥o CS,iutomated  AS €S, Automated

Lafayette 4 2 3 1 "y M % Ls FS Automated

Pett is wat ™ (1Y NA ") A " ) NA NA

st. Louls Ty M A NA A " ™ " A NA
Montana 2 1 3 D.R,F Yes Mo w AL AL

Cascade ‘ 2 1 0.5 Ko o a FL FL

Lewis & Clark 1 nal Yes Yes wa! A FL




Table of Contents

TABLE A 11 (cont inued)

Functional Level of Staff Responsible
for Notifying Household of the Claim (Q6.08)

Rank ing of Methods Used To
Establish Fraud Claims ((Q6.00)

Use o7 Management
Review of Decisfon

011-v

Disqualification Administr. ve Waiver Factors Entering into the To Establish the Fraud
Criminal Consent Disqualification of Decision to Refer a Case Claia (Q6.05) _ Court-
Jurisdiction Prosecution  Agreesent Hearing Hearing for Prosecution (06.03) Fraud Nonfrauc Established Other Nonfraud
Mebraska 3 1t 2 1® 0,R,F Yes Yes A AS AL
Grand Island X Yes Yes m! AL AL
Lexington 4 2 1 2 0K No No FS FS AL
Lincoln X X X X R,S No No a L L
Onaha 3 2 1 D.R,F,S Yes Yes a CL CL
Seward X X X X X Yes Yes 0K 113 AL
Nevada 4 3 1 2 0,R,F Yes Yes L CL CL
Clark bkl
Washoe b
New Hampshire 1 3 2 D,R,F No Yes FS cs cs
Dover bl
Keene b
New Jersey 1 ] 3 2 0,R,F Yes Yes a,tL CL CL
Burlington 4 3 2 1 D,R No No Ls LS CL
Camden 1 3 2 R,S Yes Yes '3 FL,CL cL
Essex 3 2 1 D,R,F,S Mo No Cioe§ LS CL
Huds on 2 3 4 1 N, DR Mo No a,Ls CL,LS CL
Middiesex 1 2 4 2 0,R,F,S No No LS LS cL
New Mexico 4 3 1 2 0.R,F Yes Yes cs cs cs
Bernalillo 4 2 1 2 D,F.S No No CS,Automated CS,Automated CS,Automated
Cibola 4 2 1 3 D ¥o No Automated Automated Automated
New York 1 4 2 3 Ud Yes Yes ALLCL,FL AL,CL,FL AL,CL,FL
* Broome
Cortland X No No a CL CL
Erie 1 2 No No FL AL,CL AL, CL
New York City 2 X 1 X Yes Yes a,u CL CL

Onondaga
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TABLE A, 11 (cont inued)

Ranking of Methods Used To use of Management Functional Level of Staff Responsible
Establish Fraud Claims {06.00) - Review of Decision for Notifying Household of the Claim (Q6.08)
Disqualfification - “inistrai:.z Waiver factors Entering into the To Establish the Fraud
Criminal Consent ¢ ualification of Decision to Refer 3 Case Claim {Q6.05) Court-
Jurisdiction Prosecution Agreement Hrcsing Hearing for Prosecution (06.03) Fraud Nonfraud Established Other Nonfraud
North Carolina X 2 1 X D o o L AL Automat ed
Craven 2 k] 1 D.R,F Yes Yes 18 ct ct
Forsyth 2 1 3 R,F No No L AL cL
Halifax 1 4 2 2 S Yes Yes a cL AS
Haywood X Ho Yes cL cL cL
Yancey 4 3 1 2 [ 3 Yes No AL AL Automated
*Horth Dakota
Cass 3 2 1 0,R,F No Mo AL AL AL
Emmors 4 2 3 1 R No No s ALLS Al
Grand Fork i 3 2 Yes Yes Al AL AL
Mountrail 1 3 2 Yes Yes [ AL AL
Stutsean 4 1 3 2 R Ho No AL AL AL
Ohio 1 3 4 F4 0,R.F No No [ CL cL
Cuyahoga X F Yes Yes e nad ct
Oelaware X F No Mo u wd AL
Franklin 1 2 3 3 0,F,5 Yes Yes FL,LLL CL cL
Mahoning 2 1 F o No tL FL FL
Richland X N,0,R,F o Mo a nad AL
Ok lahoma ; 3 1 2 0,R,F,0° Yes LY s s s
Carter ' bl
Custer A
Oregon 2 b 3 10 D.R.F Yes Yes e cs Automated
Albany Ty . WA A ™ A A A NA NA
Cottage Grove aal o A NA " M A M NA WA
East Portland ! " WA NA "y NA M " NA WA
Springfield 3 1 2 mi ") Mo NA NA NA
West Eugene na! " A NA > M M A NA NA
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TABLE A, 11 (continued)

Ranking of Methods Used To Use of Management Functional Level of Staff Responsible
Establish Fraud Claims (Q6.00) Review of Decision for Notifying Household of the Claim (Q6.08})
Disqualification Adsinistraiive Waiver Factors Entering into :ie To Establish the Fraug
Criminal Consent “fsqualifi -tion of Decision to Refer a Case Claim (06.05) Court-
Jurisdiction Prosecution Agreesent Hearing Hearing for Prosecution (06.03) Fraud Nonf raud Establ ished Other Nonfraud
Pennsylvania X X D.R Yes Yes cs cs cs
Lyconing Ha! N NA NA M A ™ ™ NA NA
Philadelphia (Center) W'l " NA NA A A M [ NA NA
Philadelphia (Ogontz) Nl NA NA NA NA MA MA ) NA NA
Philadelphia (West) Na! NA NA NA 1) ) " ") NA NA
Westmore land Ty " NA NA " ™ [ " NA NA
Rhode Island 4 3 1 2 0.R.F No No LS [%3 (%3
Providence hbd
Warwick hbd
South Carolina 4 2 3 1 D,R,F Yes Yes L cL cL
Oarlington 4 1 3 1 0.R,F.S Yes o a,Ls CcL CL
Georgetown 2 4 1 3 R.F.S Yes Mo CL FS cL CL
Newberry 4 1 3 2 R,F,S Yes No Ls CL CL
Orangeburg 1 2 3 R,F Yes Yes LS CL cL
Richland 3 4 2 1 N.D,R,F,S Yes No FS CL ct
South Dakota 3 4 2 1 0.R,F Yes Yes Ls osf co
Bennett b
Davison b
Tennessee 3 1 2 1b D.R,F Yes Yes A AL AL
Davidson 4 1 3 1 O,R,S No No LS CL cL
Suaner 4 k] 2 1 D.R,F,S Mo No (o] AL AL
Texas 1 2 3 D.R,H Yes Yes ww FL AL
* Bexar
DeWitt Ref. Ref. Ref . Ref. Ref. Ref, Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
* Harris
Saith 2 X 1 3 DK No Mo FS [ AL

Tarrant 2 3 1 4 D,F,S No No FO FD cD
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TABLE A. 11 (continued)
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Establish Fraud Claims {06.00) Review of Decision for Notifying Household of the Claim {Q6.08
Disqualification Administrative Waiver Factors Entering into the To Establish the Fraud
Criminal Consent Disquatification of Decisfon to Refer a Case Claim {Q6.05) Court-

Jurisdiction Prosecution _Agreement Hearing Hearing for Prosecution (06.03) Fraud Nonf raud Establ ished Other Nonfraud

Utah 4 2 3 1 D.R,F Yes Yes a CL cL
Region 2B e
Region 7A i

Vermont 1 2 4 3 D,R,F Yes Yes LS FS AL
Hartford bl
St, Albans -

Virginia 1 D.R,F Yes Yes LR nad AL
Charlotte 1 D,R,F,S No No FL, FL AL
Hampton IC X Yes Yes a [ ctL
Norfolk IC 1 2 AN, D,RF,S No No FL Ft AL

* Portsmouth
Pulask i i 2 3 4 D,R,F,S No No FL,LS FL Al

Virgin Islands® 4 3 1 2 D,R,F Mo Mo u ¢o cb

Washington 2 E 1 3b 0.R Mo o A AL AL
Benton 2 1 O,R,F,S Yes Mo 8 ct cL
King-Rainier 1 2 4 3 0.R,F.S No Mo cL CL cL
Pierce 1 3 2 0,S o o ALFL AL,FL AL
Spokane X 1 Yes Yes ALCL AL, CL AL,CL
Vancouver 2 2 1 M’ No No a CL cL

West Virginia 3 1 2 ib ) Yes Yes ts cs cs

Beckley
Charleston

*d

kL g

Ranking of Methods Used To

Use of Management

Functional Level of Staff Responsible
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TABLE A. 11 (cont inued)

Table of Contents

Ranking of Methods Used "o Use of Managesent Functional Level of Staff Responsible
Establish Fraud Claims (06.00) Review of Decision for Notifying Household of the Claim (Q6.08)
Disqualification Administratcive Waiver Factors Entering into the To Establish the Fraud
Criminal Consent Disqualification of Decision to Refer 2 Case Claim (06.05) Court-

Jurisdiction Prosecution  Agreement Hearing Hearing for Prosecution (06.:3) Fraud Nonfraud Establ ished Other Nonfraud
Wisconsin X 0 o o w nad AL

Bayfield 4 1 3 2 N.R,F,S Yes Yes A AL AL

Douglas X A Yes Yes A and AL

M1 Iwaukee 1 1 Mo o m o c

Rock 1 2 D.F,S Yes Yes L FL FL

Sauk X 0,R,F Yes Yes w AL AL
Wyoming 3 2 1 D.F,S Yes Yes LL ()] AL

Carbon 3 1 2 D.F,S Yes Yes A AL AL

Crook 4 3 1 2 D,R,F,S Yes Yes ALLCS AL,CS AL,CS

Freemont 4 3 1 2 N,D,R,F,S Yes Yes ALCS AL,CS AL,CS

Natrona 2 4 1 3 ] Yes Yes AL,LL,CS AL,CS AL

Park Ty Y NA HA 0.R.F.S Yes Yes A AL AL

*State or local FSA refused interview.

mThis series of questions was not asked in the interviews with local FSAs in states where the claims process is predominantly state-operated.
WA The question fs not applicable to this local FSP systea,

DK The information was not available at the time of the interview.

Ref. The respondent refused to answer the question.
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TABLE A, 11 (cont inued)

KEYS:

Ranking:

1-4 s Ranking of methods by frequency of use
X = Method used, but not ranked or
only method that was used

Factors Entering Decision:

D = Dollar Amount

R = Repeat Offender

f = Flagrant Violation

§ » Strength of Evidence

H = Age/Mealth of Client

N = Nonresponsive household

A = A1l fraud prosecuted

M = Fraud in suitiple programs
0 = Other

Functional Level:

Table of Contents

A = Agency

C = Claims/Collection Unit
f s Fraud/Investigation Unit
L = Legal Authority

0 = Other

For each of the above,
code whether it is:
L = Local/County
D = District/Region
S = State

3he District of Colusbia, Guam sad the Virgin Islands were not included in the local FSA survey because most claims collection activities are centralized in the state-level FSA.
brhe Disqual ification Consent Agreement and Maiver of Hearing are a single process in this state.
Prosecutor's interest, time, mnd/or available funds for pursuing food stasp fraud.
9A1) cases are referred for prosecution.

®Inactive cases only,

factive cases only.

9State Administrative Disqualitication Hearing Unit.
hpeferred for prosecution only 1f caseworker supervisor s umable to work out arrangement with client regarding fraud claims; because the courts are years behind schedule, numerous attempts
are made to avoid lengthy court procedures.

Teases of suspected fraud are gstablished at the state level,
Jeourt-establiished fraud cates are not pursued,

Kfraud 1s so seldoa suspected, 1t has never been pursued fn this local FSA.



L11-V

TABLE A.12

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROCESS BY WHICH ARRANGEMEMTS ARE MADE
WITH THE HOUSEHOLOD FOR PAYMENT OF THE CLAIN, 8Y STATE AND LOCAL FSA

Table of Contents

Functional Level of Staff
Responsible for Arranging

Minimum Number
of Demand Letters

To Be Mailed (Q7.05)

Methods (Other Than Demand
Letters) Used to Notify

Household of a Claim (08.00)

for Payment of the Claim (07.00 Frequency with Which
Fraud Follow-up Demand
Court- Letters Are Mailed
Jurisdiction Estab) ished Other Nonfraud {Days) (q7.03)
Alabamn LL Al A Ho schedule
Bibbi ;- LS,LL Al A a0
Etowah CLLS,LL L a 30
Framklin . | L5, L o No schedule
Mobile Ls.u cL a 30
Morgam:: Ls,u AL A 30
Alaska FS FS o No schedule,30®
Anchorage-#1doon "
Ketchikaw : il
Arfzona cs cs cs 30
Maricopa had
Nava jo b
Arkansas Ls cs cs 30%,No schedule
Clay - '
Phil\ips e
*Californfa
Los Anigeles LL cL a 30
San Bernardino LL CL a 30
San Joaguin FL €L cL 30
* Sonoma

* Yolo

Varies©

3

No standard
Varies
OK,Varfes®
3

None, 4¢

LP

8,pP

B.L.P
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TABLE A.12 (continved)
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Functional Level of Staff
Responsible for Arranging

for Payment of the Claim (Q7.00)

Frequency with Which

Fraud Follow-up Demand Ninimum Number Methods (Other Than Demand
Court- Letters Are Mailed of Demand Letters Letters) Used to Notify
Jurisdiction Estab) ished Other Nonfraud {Days) (Q7.03) To Be Mailed (Q7.05) Household of a Claim (Q8.00)
Colorado AL, LL CL a 30 k} 8,P
Boulder CL CL a 30 Varies 8,0
Denver FL AL AL No schedule No standard None
Gunnison-Hinsdale LL,FS AL AL No schedule No standard None
* Mesa
Pueblo CL,LL,FS cL CL 30 3 None
Connecticut Ls cs abcs 30 3 1
* New Haven
* Torrington
Delaware Cs,Ls cs cs 30 3 L
New Castle hid
Sussex ol
District of Columbia® Ls s s NA3,30% NA9,3° LP
Florida co,LD (o)} cb 30 3 8
n.* R 23
Polk bk
Georgfa Ls® (3 AL Varies© 16‘ P
Bibb LL,FD FD A Automated O, 30":® 1.No standard Vartes® None 0"
Colquitt LL,FD FD Cl ,Automated NA NA None
Fulton LL.FD FO A 0 Varfes !
Madison FD FO Al ,Automated No schedule Varies None
* Peach
Gwanm? £$ Fs Fs Wo schedule 1,variest,af P.H
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TABLE A, 12 {continued)

Table of Contents

Functional Level of Staff
Responsible for Arranging

for Payment of the Clais (Q7.00)

Frequency with Which

Fraud Follow-up Demand Minisum Number Methods (Other Than Demand
Court- Letters Are Mailed of Demand Letters Lettors) Used to Notify
Jurisdiction Established Other Nonfraud {Days} {q2.03) To Be Mailed (Q7.05) Household of a Clain (Q8.00)
Hava i1 £s AL A 30 Ho standard 8
Honolulu hid
Maui b
Idaho €0,FD R A 30 3 P
* M
* Bomeville
* Canyon'
- omieo ‘
Diisets AL,CS ALCS ALLCS No schedule 3 ®
Cook Co, {Ashland) Iy
Cook Co. (Englewcod)  OK oK cs 0K DK None
Cook Co, (Garfield) NA"
ook Co. ($. Suburban) WA
Greene na"
Indiana L AL A 30 o standard None
Mamg " HAS ' N, 30¢ NA, Mo standard® L
Allen L a a Mo schedule No standard None,L3:¢
Nat{jop cL,LL nat o No schedule NA,S® L
Scott (T AL A 30 3
Wayne cL L a 30 No standard L, None®
Towa cs ts (3 0 4 8
l“ 2

Webs ter

L1
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TABLE A 12 (continued)

Functional Level of Staff
Responsible for Arranging

for Payment of the Claim (Q7.00) Frequency with Which
Fraud Follow-up ODemand Mininum Number Hethods (Other Than Demand
Court- Letters Are Mailed of Demand Letters Letters) Used to Notify

Jurisdiction Established Other Nonfraud (Days) (Q7.03) To Be Mailed (Q7.05) Household of a Claim (08.00)
Kansas FO,LD AL AL 90 ] None

Cherokee LS, FO AL FD AL NA 1 None

Frank! in FO,AL ,Automated AL,FD,Automated AL ,Automated NA

Linn FO,AL AL FD AL NA

Wichita CL cL Al 30 1 None

Wyandotte FL,LL FL AL FL No schedule No standard Ione.L.P"
Kentucky LS AL, QL,CS AL,CL,CS 10 3 P

Bell AL.CS AL,CS ALLCS 30‘ 1,1 No stmdlrdf None

Carter AL,CS ALCS ALLCS 30 1 None

Hort ALCS AL,CS ALCS 30 w" Wone

Jefferson FS CL cL 30 DK None

Todd AL,CS AL,CS AL,CS No schedule No standard None
Louisiana LS FS cs 30 3 B,P

Caddo A"

Lincoln nA"

Orleans Ty

St. Tammany WA"

Tangipahoa NAT
Maine LS LS AL Ho schedule 1 None

Augusta AL, LL AL AL 30 1 None

Lewiston LL AL A 30 1 None
Maryland AL AL AL 30 3 L

Allegany Ls nat AL wad,30% nAd,2¢ None

Baltimore City LL cL CL 30 3 None

Battimore County LS CL CL 30 3 None

Frederick LS Al A 30 1 None

Montgosmery CL L L 30 3 None
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TABLE A, 12 (continued)
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Functional Level of Staff
Responsible for Arranging

for Payment of the Claim (Q7.00)

Frequency with Which

Methods (Other Than Demand
Letters) Used to Motify
Household of a Claim .00

Fraud Follow-up Demand Minimum Nusber
Court- Letters Are Mailed of Demand Letters

Jurisdiction Establ ished Other Nonfraud {Days) {@7.03) Yo Be Mailed (Q7.05)

Mass achusetts LS FS,LS cs 30 43¢ None
Malden A"

Ros tndale NA"

Michigam' AL AL A 30 3 None
gerrieh Fs CL,FD o Varfes 3 o" Kone!
Brandh | ] Automated,CL AL AL Automated  AL,Automated 30 3 None
Macosh FL €L A No schedule,30® 3 Hone
st.' Clair CL Automated Ct,Automated  CL,Automated 60 3 None
Wayne (LS L L ALLCL 3 43,3} None

Minnesota o (T a 30 No standard ]
Clay L L ol 30 ? 8.L.p
Dakota AL nt A 30 3 None
Hennep in LLAL nt o A, 20° 1 None
Ramsey CL.LL Automated WA o 30 1 s.L
Waseca KA® T\ A 30 3 None

Mississippl AL AS A 30 3 None
Attala Ls cs s No schedule 3 n
Hinds LS AL A oK oK L
Lowndes AL AL A A" WA None
Madison ALLS AL A No schedule DK Nove
Tishoningo NA" AL A 'y NA None

Hissouri FD FD Al 30 5 8
Buchanan AL,FS ALFS A 30 No standard 4% nA,B®
Jackson FS§ (. (v} 30 HAS None
Lafayette €S Fs AL Hone, 309 None, 39 None
Pettis na" NA A NA" NA None
St. Louis NA" NA oL None" 309 NA,No standard® None
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TABLE A.12 (cont inued)
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Functional Level of Staff
Respongible for Arranging
for Payment of the Claim (Q7.00)

Frequency with wWhich
follow-up Demand

Miniaua Mumber

Methods (Other Than Desand

Court- Letters Are Mailed of Demand Letters Letters) Used to Notify
Jurisdiction Established Other Nonf raud (Days) (Q2.03) To Be Mailed (Q7.05) Household of a Claia (0Q8.00)
Montana LL AL A 30 3 None
Cascade AL, FL AL, FL ALCL No schedutle No standard None
Lewis & Clark [T\ T ALFL No schedule Varies None
Nebraska AS AS A 30 3,28 None
Grand Island Ty AL A 30 Varies None !
Lexington AS AS A 30 DK, 1¢ 0K, None®
Lincoln c cL a 30 1 None
Onaha CLLFL e o 30 1 L
Seward (114 DK A DK.No schedule® oK, 1® bK,L®
Nevada L CL L 30 Ho standard P
Clark hid
Washoe hid
New Hampshire [ cs cs No schedule No standard P
Dover bl
Keene *e
New Jersey AL LL AL A 30 1,1,3f L,P
Burlington L L L 30 No standard L
Camden L ct a 30 Varies B
Essex LL L a 30 3 None
Huds on cL CL L No schedule No standard L
Middlesex t FL CL No schedule,30° No standard I..Oq.lloneh
New Mexico s cs cs 30 Varies© B,P
Bernalillo NA"
Cibola NA"
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TABLE A. 12 {continued)
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Functional Level of Staff
Responsible for Arranging
for Payment of the Clais (Q7,00)

Fravd

Frequency with Which
Follow-up Demand

Minisum Nusber

Methods (Other Than Demand

Court- Letters Are Mailed of Demand Letters Letters) Used to Notify
Jurisdiction Estab) ished Other Nonfraud (Days) (Q7.03) Jo Be Mailed (Q7.05) Household of a Clais (08.00)
New York AL,CL,FL,LL AL, CL.FL ALLCLLFL 30 3 None
Cortland o L a 30 Varies L
Erie . c c a Mo schedule 3 B.L.P
New York City o o a 30 1 None
* nonglags
i '.b’, Ll
North Garalina ALt A A 30 k] B.P
Craven - t o o 30,30,0k° Vartes 8,L"
Forsyth| .. LL ot a 30,30 None’ A, Mo standard® Nane L"
Halifmx . , oL o " No schedule,30° No standard,d,sf L,p,o
Haywood . o o o No schedule Wo standard P
Yancey oK AL " 20 No standard Hone!
*North Dakota
Cass AL, LL AL AL 0 3 L
Ensons . L AL LL A No schedule,30® Mo standard Varies® s.L®
Grang Forks AL AL A 30 1° None
Nountraf NAY AL A 30 3 None!
Stuksmdn A AL A 3 No standard fone
Ohio cL oL a 30 varies® P
Cuyahoga ol at o 180 3 1P
Delaware LL nt A No schedule No standard None
Frankiin t L a No schedule No standard,6.1f L
Hahoning L (T\] FL 30 3 L
Richland AL mt A 0 Varfes L,None®
Ok 1ahona (3 ¢S cs No schedule,30® NA,VariesC® H
Carter bl

Custer
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Functional Level of Staff
Responsible for Arranging

for Payment of the Claim (Q7.00)

Fr y with Which

Q

Fraud Follow-up Demand Hiniaum Numsber Methods (Other Than Demand
Court- Letters Are Matled of Demand Letters Letters) Used to Notify
Jurisdiction Establ ished Other Nonf raud (Days) (97.03) To Be Mailed (Q7.05) Household of a Claim (08.00)
Oregon cs cs cs 30 3.4.1f 8
Albany NA"
Cottage Grove NA"
1 East Portland NA"
! Springfield NA"
West Eugene nA"
Pennsylvania Ls NA cs nAd, 308 NA, 3¢ 8
‘ Lycoming A"
Philadelphta (Center)  NA"
Philadelphia (Ogontz)  NA"
Philadelphia (West) NA"
Westaore land NAT
a
—_ Rhode Island Ls cs cs 30 2.2 VariesSf None
N Providence .
Warwick e
South Carolina LL L ALCL 30 Varies© P.1
; Dart ington L. L o No schedule No standard,Varies® L.p.0"
P Georgetown CL,FS cL o 30 3 o" Hone"
Newberry Lt CL CL 30 Varies,1% H.P
Orangeburg Lt L o 30 3.No standard® oh.p
Richland ct,lt cL a 0 3 ohpn
South Dakota LD o 0 30 Varies® P
Bennett bl
Davison hhd
Tennessee LL FL AL 30 4 None
Davidson L FL, QL cL 30 Varfes None
Sumner FD,CD AL,FD A 30 Varies L
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Functional Level of Staff
Responsible for Arranging
for Payment of the Claia

7.00

Court-
Jurisdiction Establ ished Other
Texas LL FL ALLCL
* Berar
Debiitt . Ref. Ref. Ref,
* Harris
Snith FS 114 AL
Tarrant FS FS R0
i
Utah il (% cs cs
Regton “ L 1]
Region TA L
Vermont LS FS A
Hartford ekl
St. Albans b
virginfa cL,fL T A
Charlotte fL FL A
Hampton IC CL cL a
Norfalk IC Lt fL AL CL
* Portsmouth
Pulask§ FL FL A
Virgin Islands® o € (o}
Washington Ls cs A
Benton NAT
King-Rainier "
Pierce nA"
Spokane NA"
Vancouver NA"

Frequency with Which
Follow-up Demand
Letters Are Mailed

Nonfraud (Oays) (47.03)

Minimum Number
of Demand Letters
To_Be Mailed (Q7.05)

Methods (Other Than Demand
Letters) Used to Notify

30

Ref,

ok
0

30

30

30

No schedule,30®
30

0%, %*

30

30

0

Varies©
Ref,

DK,Varies®
Varies

4,3

1,1,h0 standard’
Mo standard,30*
3

2,3®

No standard

None
Ref.

None
L,P

a.p

Lo"
L.p,00

Household of a Claim (Q8.00)
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TABLE A, 12 (continued)

Functional Level of Staff
Responsible for Arranging

for Payment of the Claim (Q7.00) Frequency with Which
Fraud Follow-up Demand Nininus Number Methods (Other Than Demand
Court- Letters Are Matled of Demand Letters Letters) Used to Notify

Jurisdiction Establ ished Other Monf raud {Days) (Q7.03) To Be Mailed (Q7.05) Household of a Claim (Q8.00)
West Virginia LS cs cs No schedule 4 P

Beck ley b

Charleston b
Wisconsin L nat A 30 3 None

Bayf leld AL AL AL No schedule No standard L

Doug las L nat A No schedule,60® Varies None,L¢

i lwaukee Y cL o 30 Var{es L

Rock L FL.LL fL No schedule,30° 11,5 8.L

Sauk L AL A 0 Mo standard o" .None"
Wyoming LL AL,CS A No schedule varies® None

Carbon AL Al Al No schedule Varies Hone

Crook L AL AL No schedule No standard L

freemont AL,CS AL,CS ALLCS No schedule No standard H

Natrona cs AL A No schedule NA L

Park AL AL A 30 Varies L

*State or local FSA refused interview.

**This series of questions was not asked in the interviews with local FSAs in states where the claims process is predominantly state-operated.
MA The question is not applicable to this local FSP system.

0K The information was not available at the time of the interview.

Ref. The respondent refused to answer the question.
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TABLE A, 12 (continued)

KEYS: Functional Level: A = Agency Methods: B = Billing notice
C = Clatms/Collections Unit L = Late payment letter
F = Fraud/Investigation Unit P = Phone calls
L = Legal Authority H = Home visit
0 = Other I = In-office interview
0 = Other

For each of the above,
code whether it is:
L = Local/County
0 » District/Region
$ = State

31he District of Columbia, Guam and the Virgin Islands were not included in the local FSA survey because most claims collection activities are
centralized in the state-level FSA,

DInis refers to a claims worker in the Jocal office rather than a special claims unit,

“Depends on the dollar value of the clais.

Ohis refers to claims due to agency error only; there is no standard for claims due to household error or fraud claims.

®The first figure refers to fraud claims, the second figure to nonfraud claims,

fIhe first figure refers to fraud claims, the second figure to clalms due to househld error, and the third figure to claims due to agency error.

Mo demand Vetters ave mailed for fraud claims.

Pparcte board/probat (on. of fice notif fed.

TThis refers to'all but court-estadlished fraud.

JThis refers to court-establ ished fraud only.

KThe first figure refers to nonfraud cliils. the second and third figures to fraud claims.

"his refers to fraud claim and nonfraud claims due to household error; there is no standard for claims due to agency error,

®This refers to non-court-established fraud claims and nonfraud due to household error only; respondent did not know about court-established fraud
claims or claias due to agency ervor,

"he First Figure refers to court-established fraud claims, the second figure to all other claims.

%After two missed payments.

Petter seeking explanation for late payments,

I5umaons to court.

TState-level responsibility,

SCases of suspected fraud are so rare they have never been pursued in this local FSA.

tall fraud cases are prosecuted only.

UYprosecution is mot used to establish fraud claims,




TABLE A.13

ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS USED TO PURSUE DELINQUENT CLAINS,
BY STATE AND LOCAL FSA

Table of Contents

Functional Level of Staff

That Incresse the Likeli- Responsible for Inittating

Alternative Collection

04) Methods (08.02)

Alternative __Ranking of Alternative Collection Methods Used (Q8.01)
Collection Characteristics of Case
Nethods Tax Wage Small Private
Are Used Refund Garnish- Property  Claims Collection  Credit  Civil Garnish 8ank hood of Pursuit through
Jurisdiction {qs.01) Intercept __ment tiens Court Agency Bureau __ Actions Accgu_nts" Other Alternat ive Methods (Q8.
Alabama No
Bibh No
Etowah Mo
Frank)in Yes$ X Mo policy
Mobile L
Morgan o
Alaska Yes Xt Mo policy
Anchor age-Muldoon b
Ketchikan il
Arizona Yes 3 2 ) § X 1 No policy
- Maricopa i
L Havajo e
N
et Arkansas Yes 1 2 3 D.O'
Clay bl
Phillips hid
*California
Los Angeles Yes x! 1,07
San Bernardino Yes x! P.F
San Joaquin Yes 4 2 3 1
* Sonoma I

* Yolo

LS

CS,FS

a0l
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TABLE A.13 (continued)

Table of Contents

Alternat fve Ranking of Alternative Collection Methods Used (Q8.01)
Collection Characteristics of Case Functional Level of Staff
Methods Tax Wage Small Private That Increase the Likeli- Responsible for Initfating
Are Used Refund Garnish- Property Claims Collection Credit Civil Garmish Bank hood of Pursuit through Alternative Collection
Jurisdiction (Q8.01) Intercept _ ment Liens Court  Agency Bureau  Actions _ Accounts® Other Alternat ive Methods {((8.04) Methods (Q8.02)
Colorado Yes 1 2 No policy a
Boulder Yes H 1 0 a
Denver Yes 2 1 F,D FL
Gunnison-Hinsdale L]
* Mesa .
Pueblo o ‘
|
Connectfcut Yes k] 2 4 1 No policy CD,CS,LS !
* New Haven E
* Torrington ‘
Ve laware Yes9 1 2 3¢ FLL Cs,LS
New Castle b
Sussex b
District of Columbia® Yes x® F,L,1,0 s
Florida Yes X No policy Automated !
|
Dade bl I
Polk "
Georgia Yes X All cases pursued Automated
8ibb Yes X £.0° Automated
Colquitt Yes X F,L,1,D Automated
Fulton Yes X P.D Automated
Madison Yes X No policy Automated
* Peach
Guan® No
Hawa i i No
Hono tulu il
£ 4 ]

Maui
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TABLE A.13 (continued)
Alternative Ranking of Alternative Collection Methods Used {08.01)
Collection Characteristics of Case Functional Level of Staff
Methods Tax Wage Small Private That Increase the Likeli- Responsible for Initiating
Are Used Refund Garnish- Property Claims Collection  Credit Civil Garnish Bank hood of Pursuit through Alternat ive Collection
Jurisdiction {Q8.01) Intercept _ ment L iens Court Agency _Bureay  Actions Accounts® Other Alternative Methods ((8.04) Methods (Q8.02)
Idaho Yes . 1 2 No policy [u))
* Ada
* Bommeville
* Canyon
* Qwyhee
* Shoshone
I inots Yes 2 4 1 k3 1 s
Cook Co. (Ashland) Mo
Cock Co. (Englewood) o
Cook Co. (Garfield) Mo
Cook Co. (S. Suburban) Mo
Greene ]
Indiana Yes 1 3 2 F,E,D A
Aams Mo
Allen No
Marion Yes 1 2 R CLLAL,OL*
Scott No:
Wayne Yes X F.L,0,09 a
Towa Yes 4 3 ? 1 1.0 cs
Towa e
Mebster -
Kansas Yes 1 F4 No policy AS,FD
Cherokee No
Franklin No
Linn No
Wichita Yes 2 1 4 3 F.L LL
Wyandotte Yes 5 H 6 1 4 39 Mo policy i
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TABLE A. 13 (cont inued)

Table of Contents

Alternat ive Rank ing of Alternative Collection Methods Used {(8.01)
Collection Characteristics of Case Functional Level of Staff
Methods That Increase the Likeli- Responsible for Initfating
Are Used hood of Pursuit through Alternative Collection
Jurisdiction (Q8.01) Other Alternat fve Methods (Q8.04) Methods (Q8.02)
Kentucky Yes F,L,D AL,CS
Bell No
Carter No
Hart No
Jefferson No
Todd No
Loutsiana Yes F.L,0,09 AS.CS
Caddo No
Lincoln No ,
Orleans No ‘
St. Tammany [ ]
Tangipahoa No
Maine Mo policy
Augusta No
Lewiston No
Maryland Yes 18 A1l cases pursued FLi
Allegany No |
Baltimore City No
Baltimore County Yes L .o
Frederick Yes x® F.L,1,0 ALoL"
Montgomery Yes x€ i a
Massachusetts Yes No policy cs
Malden Mo
Roslindale No
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TABLE A.13 (continued)
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Alternative Ranking of Alternative Collection Methods Used {08.01)
Collection Characteristics of Case Functional Level of Staff
Nethods Tax Wage Small Private That Increase the Likeli- Responsible for Initiating
Are Used Refund Garnish- Property  Claims Collection Credit Civil Garnish Bank hood of Pursuit through Alternative Collection
Jurisdiction {g8.01) Intercept _ went Lfens Court __Agency Bureau _ Actions _ Accountsd Other Alternat ive Methods (Q.04) Methods (Q8.02)
Michigan Yes. 4 A1l cases pursued cs
Berrien Yes X £ 1,07 Autosated
Branch Yes X 1,00 Automated
Macosh Yes X Mo policy Automated
St. Clair Yes X No policy Automated
Wayne Yes X D Automated
Minnesota Yes 3 1 2 No policy A
Clay Yes 2 3 . 1° Mo policy o
Dakota Io
Hennep in Yes x" 1,0 A
Rams ey Yes X Mo policy LL
Waseca No
Mississipp( ]
Attala o
Hinds Yes X [ A
Lowndes lb
Madison L]
Tishomingo No
Missourd Yes? 2 1 3 F FD,LD
Buchanan No
Jackson e
Lafayette Ho
Pettis No
St. touis No
Montana Yes 1 2 No policy
Cascade o
Lewis & Clark No



Ye1-v

TABLE A. 13 (continued)
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Alternative Ranking of Alternative Collection Methods Used {08.01)
Collection Characteristics of Case Functional Level of Staff
Methods Tax Wage Smal) Private That Increase the Likeli- Responsible for Initiating
Are Used Refund Garnish- Property Claims Collection Credit Civil Garnish Bank hood of Pursuit through Alternative Collection
Jurisdiction (Q8.01) Intercept ment Liens Court Agency Bureau Actions Accountsh Other Alternat ive Methods (Q8.04) Methods (Q8.02)
Nebraska No cs
Grand Island No
Lexington No
Lincoln No
Onaha No
Seward No
Nevada Yes 2 3 1 F.E,1,1,0,00 a
Clark i
Washoe il
New Hampshire Yes9 1 2 P.F.L.D FS
Dover b
Keene hid
New Jersey Yes X ) No policy CL
Burlington Yes 1 5 2 2 2 L0 L
Canden Yes X LD a
Essex Yes 1 2 No policy a
Huds on Yes X L a
Middlesex Yes 1 2 3 L,I,0 CL,FL
New Mexico No
Bernalillo No
Cibola No
New York Yesd x© F 159
* Broome
Cort land No
trie Yes 2 3 1 4 No policy cL
Hew York City No

Onondaga
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TABLE A, 13 (cont inued)

Alternative Ranking of Alternative Collection Methods Used (08.01)

Collection Characteristics of Case Functiona) Level of Staff
Methods Tax Wage Small Private That Increase the Likeli- Responsible for Initiating
Are Used Refund Garnish- Property Clafms Collection Credit Civil Garnish Bank hood of Pursuit through Alternative Collection
Jurisdiction {98.01) Intercept  ment Liens Court Agency Bureau  Actions Accounts® Othey Alternative Methods (Q8.04) Methods ((8.02)
Morth Carolina Yes X No policy AL
Craven Yes X No policy ct
Forsyth No
Halifax Ho
Haywood Yes X No policy CLAL
Yancey No
*Horth Dakota
Cass Mo ..
Emmons Mo
Grand Forks o
Mountrail Wo ..
Stutsman W
Ohio Yes 2 1 p.F.D (v}
Cuyahoga Mo
Oe laware o .
Franklin lo‘
Mahoning Yes 1 2 D v}
Richland L
Ok 1ahoma No
Carter bind
Custer bl
Oregon Yes 1 3 5 4 * £,1.0,09 s
Albany No
Cottage Grove Yo
East Portland No
Springfield No
West Eugene No
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TABLE A.13 (continued)
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Alternat ive Ranking of Alternative Collection Methods Used (08.01)
Collection Characteristics of Case Functional Level of Staff
Methods Tax Wage Small Private That Increase the Likeli- Responsible for Initfating
Are Used Refund Garnish- Property Clains Collection Credit Civil Garnish Bank hood of Pursuit through Alternative Collection
Jurisdiction {Q8.01) Intercept  ment Liens Court Agency Bureau  Actions _ Accounts® Other Alternat ive Methods ((8.04) Methods (Q8.02)
Pennsylvania Yes X Mo policy cs
Lycoming No
Philadelphia (Center) No
Philadelphia (Ogontz) No
Philadelphia (West) No i
Westmoreland No l
|
Rhode Island
Providence -
Warwick bad
South Carolina Yes X D a
Qarlington No
Georgetown No
Newberry No
Orangeburg No
Richland No :
South Dakota Yesd X F.L 1D €0,CS ‘
Bennett L
Davison hid
Tennessee No
Davidson No
Susner No
Texas Yes X L1,0¢ s
* Bexar
DeWitt Ref.
* Harris
Saith Yes X ) 4 AS
Tarrant No
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TABLE A.13 (continued)

Table of Contents

Characteristics of Case
That Increase the Likeli-
hood of Pursuit through

Functional Leve) of Staff
Responsible for Initiating
Alternative Collection

Alternat ive Methods (08.04) WMethods (Q8.02)

Alternat ive Ranking of Alternative Collection Methods Used (Q8.01)
CoNection
Methods Tax Wage Small Private
Are Used Refund Garnish- Property Clains Collection Credit Civil Garnish Bank
Jurisdiction {Q8.01) Intercept _ ment Liens Court Agency Bureau  Actions kcog\tsb Other
Utah Yes 1 6 4 5 7 2 3 F.E,L. 1,0
Region 28 hid
Region 7A hid
Versont o
Hartford haid
St. Albans i
|
Virginia o
Charlotte Yes X Mo policy
Hampton IC o
Morfolk IC Yes . . 1 2 F.L, LD
* Portsmouth [T
Pulaski Mo i
WO
virgin Islands® h EHEY
Washington Yes 2 ] 3 L1
Benton o
King-Rainier Mo
Pierce No
Spokane o
Vancouver Mo
West Virginia Yes 2 3 1 F,I,D
Beckley ..
Charleston -
Wisconsin o
Bayf ield Mo
Doug las o
Hi Twaukee No
Rock No
Sauk No

a

Fl.

FL
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TABLE A. 13 (cont inued)

Table of Contents

Alternative Ranking of Alternative Collection Methods Used {08.01)
Collection Characteristics of Case Functional Level of Staff
Methods Tax Wage Small Private That Increase the Likeli- Responsible for Inftiating
Are Used Refund Garnish- Property Clains Collection Credit Civhl Garnish Bank hood of Pursuit through Alternative Collection
Jurisdiction (Q8.01) Intercept  ment Liens Court Agency Bureau  Actions  Accounts® Other Alternat ive Methods (08.04) Methods (0Q8.02)
Wyoming Yes 2 1 3 Mo policy cs
Carbon No
Crook Yes x" No policy A
Freesont Yes X X Mo policy AL,CS
Natrona L]
Park No

*State or local FSA re

fused interview,

**This series of questions was not asked {n interviews with local FSAs 1in

MA The question is not
0K The information was

applicable to this local FSP systea.
not available at the time of the interview.

Ref. The respondent refused to answer the question.

KEY: Ranking: 1-8 =
X =

Ranking of method Characteristics:
Method used, but not ranked
or only method that was used

[T O - B L T ~

states where the claims process is predominantly state-operated,

= Dollar amount

+ Inactive case

+ Long-term delinquency
= Older error/claim

= PA household

= Fraud claim

= Other

Functional Level: = Agency

= Legal Authority
= Other

o~ Tm oo »

= Claims/Collections Unit
= Fraud/ Invest igation Unit

For each of the above, code

whether it is:

L = Local/County

D = District/Region
S = State
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TABLE A.13 (cont inued)
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3he District of Columbia, Guam and the Virgin Islands were not included in the local FSA survey because most claims collection activities are centralized in the state-level FSA
bihis method was not included as an alternative in the census instruments, but appeared so often as response to the census that 1t was included as an alternative in the survey instrusents.

€041 revenue intercept.

dﬁmuirennt that individual work off the value of the claim through a public job.

€State col lection agency.

fwarrants issued by state comptroller to garnish circuit breakers (property tax relief for elderly), college grants, and/or paychecks.
SThe alternative methods are used for fraud claims only.

Mnis refers to a fravd coordinator n the local office rather than a specialized fraud unit.
fError due to unreported income.

Mousehold has resources/employed.

ka non-adjudicated case.

‘County collection agemty.

“County parole and probation office.

"Prosissory note. ‘

OAFDC grant recoupment through integrated FSP/AFDC automated system,

Phonresponsive household,

Youseho1d error,
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TABLE A 14

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROCESS FOR CLAINS SUSPENSIONS,
BY STATE AND LOCAL FSA

Existence of a

Clains Are functional Level of Claims Review Process
Suspended Responsibility for To Deternine Which Claims Suspension Decisions
within This  Claims Suspension (Q9.07 Claims Are Eligible Are Reviewed by
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Fraud Nonfraud for Suspension (Q9.01)  Higher-Level Staff ((9.18)
Alabama Yes A AL Yes No
Ribh Yes A AL Yes Ho
Etowah Yes A AL Yes Ho
Friank] fn Yes A AL Yes No
Mobi le Yes CL,Automated CL,Automated Yes No
MNorgen Nod No o
Alaska Yes S cs Yes No
nchorage-Muidoon ”»
“ Ketehikan bl
Arizons Yos cs cs No Mo
Maricopa i
Nasiajo "
Arkamsis Yes (3 cs Mo Yes
Clay had
Pl ligs i
*Califioenta
Los Mgeles Yes a CL No No
San Bernerdino Yos of cof Yes Mo
C Sam Jdaqutn . a cL Yes No
* Sonoma )

* Yolo

Table of Contents
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TABLE A. 14 (continued)

Table of Contents

Existence of a
Claims Review Process
To Detersine Which
Claims Are Eligible

Claims Suspension Decisions
Are Reviewed by

for Suspension (Q9.01) Higher-Level Staff (09.18)

Claims Are Functional Level of
Suspended Responsiblity for
within This Claims Suspens fon . 07
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Fraud Nonfraud
Colorado Yes CL cL Yes
Boulder Yes L CL Yes
Denver Yes No
Gumnison-Hinsdale Yes AL Al No
* Mesa
Pueblo Yes a cL Yes
Comnecticut Yes cs cs Yes
New Haven hid
Torr ington hid
De lavare Yes cs cs Ye$
New Castle il
Sussex il
District of Columbia® Yes® cs Yes
Florida Yes [a/] co Yes
Dade hd
Polk -
Georgia NP
Bibd No
Colquitt No
Fulton No
Madison No
* Peach
Guan? Yes Fs FS Yes

Yes
Yes
No
No

No

No

No

Yes

No
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TABLE A, 14 (continued)
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Existence of a

Claims Suspension Decisions
Are Reviewed by
Higher-Leve! Staff (09.18)

Claias Are Functional Level of Claims Review Process
Suspended Responsiblity for To Deteramine Which
within This Claims Suspension (Q9.07 Claims Are Eligible
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Fraud Nonfraud for Suspension (Q9.01)
Hava il No
Honotulu bl
Maui L
Ideho .. Yes co (o] Yes
AR i
* Bopnaville
* Canyon
* Ouyher
* Shoshone
THinots Yes =3 cs No
Cook Co. (Ashland) No
Cook Co. {Englewcod) o
Cook Co, (Garfield) No
Cook Co. (S. Suburban) No
Greene Ho
Indians Yes A AL No
Adaag Yes e AL No
Allen Yes a cL Yes
Marion Yes a CL Yes
Scott Yes A AL Ho
Wayne Yes a cL Yes
Towa Yes cs cs Yes
Iowa bl
Nebster -

No

Yes

No
Yes
No
No
Yes
No

Ko
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TABLE A, 14 {cont inued)
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Existence of a

Clains Are Functional Level of Claims Review Process
Suspended Responsiblity for To Determine Which Claims Suspension Decisions
within This Claims Suspension . 07 Claims Are Eligible Are Reviewed by
Jurisdiction Jurisdict fon Fraud Nonfraud for Suspension (Q9.01) Higher-Level Staff (Q9.18)
Kansas Yes Automated Automated No Yes
Cherokee No
Franklin No
Linn L]
Wichita No
Wyandotte No
Kentucky Yes cs cs Yes No
Bell No
Carter o
Hart No
Jefferson No
Todd No
Louvisiana Yes 1) cs Yes No
Caddo No
Ltincoln No
Orleans Mo
St. Tammany No
Tang ipahoa No
Maine Yes Fs AL No Yes©
Augusta Yes AL ,Automated AL, Automated No No
Lewiston Yes FS AL No No
Marytand Yes A AL Yes Yes
Allegany Yes AL Al Yes Yes
Balit imore City Yes CL CL,FL Yes oK
Baltimore County Yes a L Yes No
Frederick Yes AL Al Yes Yes
Montgomery Yes a CL Yes No
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TABLE A 14 (cont inued)
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Existence of a

Claims Are Functional Level of Claims Review Process
Suspended Responsiblity for To Deteraine Which Claims Suspension Decisions
within This Claims Suspension , 07 Claims Are Eligible Are Reviewed by
Jurisdiction Jurisdict fon Fraud Nonfraud for Suspension (09.01)  Higher-Level Staff (Q9.18)
Massachusetts Yes cs cs Yes No
Halden No
Roslindate No
Michigmn Yes cs cs Yes No
Bervien Yes ALCL AL QL Yes No
Bramch Yes AS Automated AS,Automated 0K No
Macomh Ves A AL Yes Yes
St Rlmde. Yes Autosated Automat ed 3 0K
ayne Yes LS.Fs AL Yes YesC
Hinnesota Yes ALLCL AL, CL Yes . Yes
Clay Yes a CL Yes Yes
Dakota Yes A AL No No
Hemnep in Yes o f.Autolated oLf Automat ed Yes No
Ramsey Yes R AL Ho No
w Yes MA A Yes No
R P
Mississippt Yes cs cs Yes No
Astaln o
Hinds ™
Lowndes %
Madison Yo
Tishamingo Ho
Missourt: Yes AMutomated Automated Yes No
Buchanan Yes AL AS AL,AS Yes Ho
Jackson o
Lafayette [ ]
Pettis o
5t. louis No
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TABLE A. 14 (continued)
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Existence of a

Clains Are Functional Level of Claims Review Process
Suspended Responsiblity for To Determine Which Claims Suspensfon Decisions
within This Claims Suspension (Q9.07 Claims Are Eligible Are Reviewed by
Jurisdiction Jurtsdict fon Fraud Nonfraud for Suspension (09.01) Higher-Level Staff ((9.18)
Montana Yes cs cs Yes No
Cascade No
Lewis & Clark No
Nebras ka Yes AS AS Yes No
Grand Island Yes A AL Yes Yes
texington Yes AS AS Yes No
Lincoln Yes AS AS Yes No
Omaha Yes a cL Yes Yes
Seward Yes x AL, Automated Yes Yes®
Nevada Yes A AL Yes Yes
Clark hid
Washoe bl
New Hampshire No
Dover il
Keene e
New Jersey Yes [n 8 cL Yes Yes
Burlington Yes cL L Yes No
Camden Yes cL CL Yes No
Essex Yes [n8 L Yes No
Huds on Yes [+ CL Yes No
Niddlesex Yes® WA ct Yes No
New Mexico Yes cs cs Yes No
Bernalille No
Cibola No
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TABLE A. 14 (continued)
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Existence of a

Claims Are Functional Level of Claies Review Process
Suspended Responsiblity for To Determine Which Claims Suspension Decisions
: within This Claims Suspension (Q9.02 Claims Are Eligible Are Reviewed by

Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Fraud Nonfraud for Suspension (09.01) Higher-Level Staff ((9.18)

New York Yes ALLCL,FL AL,CL,FL Yes Yes

* Broome,

Cort land Yes a L Yes o
Erfe . . Yes a cL Yes Yes
flew York City Yes L ct Yes No

* Onondaga .

Korth Cavatina Ves A AL Yes No
Craven ;. Yes o L Yes Ves
Forsyth Yes a a Yes ¥o
Halifax Yes a cL Yes Yes
Haywood Yes a cL Yes Yes
Yancey Yes Mtomated Automated Yes No

*Horth Oakota
Cass. | Yes A AL No No

. Esmons, Yes ALLS AL Yes o
Grand Forks Yes A AL No Yes
Mountrat) Yes AL AL No Ko
Stutsean Yes A Al o No

Ohio . Yes a CL Yes Yes
Cuyahoga Yes a cL Yes No
Delavare Yes A AL Yes No
Franklin Yes a CL Yes Yes
Mahoning Yes a a Yes No
RichVand Yes A AL Yes No

Ok 1ahoma Yes cs cs Yes No
Carter b

-l

Custer
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TABLE A, 14 (continued)
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Existence of a

Claims Are Functional Level of Claims Review Process
Sus pended Responsiblity for To Determine Which
within This Claims Suspension (Q9.07 Claims Are £ligible
Jurisdiction Jurisdict ion Fraud Nonfraud for Suspension (Q9.01)
Oregon Yes cs cs Yes
Albany No
Cottage Grove No
East Portland Mo
Springfield No
West Eugene Mo
Pemnsylvania Yes AS AS Yes
Lycoming No
Philadelphia (Center) Mo
Philadelphia (Ogontz) Mo
Philadelphia (West) No
Westmore land No
Rhode Island Yes cs cs Yes
Providence b
Warwick -
South Carolina Yes a CL Yes
Darlington Yes L CL No
Georgetown Yes a CL Yes
Newberry Yes a CL Yes
Orangeburg Yes o} CL No
Richland Yes a ct Yes
South Dakota Yes [n3 cs Yes
Bennett bl
Davison b
Tennessee Yes AL AL Yes
Davidson Yes a CL Yes
Sumner Yes AL AL Yes

Claims Suspension Decisions
Are Reviewed by
er-Level Staff .18

No

No

No

Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes

Yes

Yes
No
Yes
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Jurisdiction

Texas

* Bexar
DeWitt

* Harris
. Smith
- Tarrank

Regton 28
Region TA'

Vermont
Hartford
. St Albans

Virginia
Charlotte
Haspion 1C
Norfolk IC

* Portsmouth
Pulaski

|

Virgin Istands®

Washington
Beniton.
King-Rainier
Plerce
Spokane
vancouver

West Virginia
Beck ey
Charleston

Existence of a

Claims Are Functional Level of Claims Review Process
Suspended Responsiblity for To Determine Which Claims Suspension Decisions
within This Claims Suspension .07 Claims Are Eligible Are Reviewed by
Jurisdict ion Fraud Nonfraud for Suspension (09.01) _ Higher-Level Staff ((9.18)

Yes s AL, CL No No

Ref,

Yes kS AL Yes Yes®

Yes )] co 0K 0K

Yes Q CL No Yes

»h

]

Yes A Al No Yes

Lo

ok

Yes CL.FL CL.FL Yes Yes

Yes A AL No No

Yes = § L Yes Yes

Yes FL AL Yes Yes

Yes FL AL Yes Mo

Mo

Yes [ cs Yes Yes

No

No

]

o

Mo

Yes s cs No No

t o

L




TABLE A, 14 (cont inued)

Table of Contents

Existence of a

Claims Suspension Decisions
Are Reviewed by
Higher-Level Staff ((Q9.18)

Claims Are functional Level of Claims Review Process
Suspended Responsiblity for To Deteraine Which
within This Claims Suspension (Q9.07) Claims Are Eligible
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Fraud Nonfraud for Suspension (Q9,01)
Wisconsin Yes AL Al DK
Bayfield Yes A AL Yes
Douglas Yes AL AL Yes
Milwaukee Yes CL cL Yes
! Rock Yes FL FL Yes
I Sauk Yes Al AL Yes
Wyoming Yesd cs ¢s Mo
| Carbon No
I Crook Yes AL.CS AL,CS Yes
I Freemont Yes AL ,CS AL,CS Yes
I Natrona No
I Park No

Yes
No
No
Yes
No
No

No

Yes
Yes

0G1-v

*State or local FSA refused interview.
»*This sertes of questions was not asked in the interviews with local FSAs in states where the claims process is predoaminantly

state-operated.

WA The question is not applicable to this Tocal FSP system.

DX The information was not available at the time of the interview.

Ref. The respondent refused to answer the question.

KEY: Functional Level:

A = Agency

C = Claims/Collections Unit
F =+ Fraud/Investigation Unit

G « Other

For each of the above, code

whether it is:

t = tocal/County
D = District/Region
$ = State
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TABLE A, 14 (continued)

%The District of Columbia, Guam and the Virgin Islands were not included in the local FSA survey because most claims collection ,
activities are centralized in the state-leve) FSA,

b raud clains are not suspended.

CThis response is for fraud claims only.

9 1atns suspension s very seldom used.

This response is for nonfraud only.

fne county collection agency,

9Cases of suspected fraud have never been puroned in this local FSA,

hgased on local FSA survey responses, this entry is changed from "yes® to "no™ to reflect a clearer understanding of the pre-
termination process, Georgia regulations forbid suspensions in the strict definition of the word; however, there is a period of
5 years (for nonfraud cases) to 10 years (for fraud cases) during which established claims are kept active prior to termination,
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TABLE A.15

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROCESS FOR CLAIMS TERMIMATION, BY STATE AND LOCAL FSA

Length of Time Reasons for Clatms
Claims Are Suspended Claim Is Carrying Suspended Determination
Terainated Functional Level of Carried on Books Claim on Books Decisions Are
} Within This Responsibility for Prior to Termination Beyond Required Reviewed by
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction  Claies Vermination (09.13)  {Vears) (Q9.16) Three Years (09,17 Higher-Leve] Staff (Q9.18
Alabama Yes Autosated 6 N Ho
Bibb Yes A 3 s No
Etoush Yes AL Automated 3 ¥o
Frmk]{ﬁ!“m Yes AS Indefinitely C,L Yes
Mobi le Yes CL ,Automated Indef initely S.C No
Morgan. L Yes A naf s® Ko
Alaska i Yes S FS 3 No
Anchiorage-Huldoon .
Ketchikan "
Yes cs Indefinitely L No
i1
"k
Arkansas Ho Indefinitely L
c|” L3 )
Phillips - el
i
*California
Los Angeles Yes9 o 3 : s No
San Bervardino ves al 3 o
San Joaquin Yes (2 8 No
* Sonol;

* Yolo
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Length of Time Reasons for Claims
Claims Are Suspended Claim Is Carrying Suspended Determination
Terninated Functional Level of Carried on Books Claim on Books Decisions Are
Within This Responsibility for Prior to Teraination Beyond Required Reviewed by
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Claims Termination (Q9.13) {Years) (Q9.16) Three Years (09.17) Higher-Level Staff (Q9.18)
Colorado Yes L 3 Yes
Boul der vesf o 6,3¢ c Yes
Denver Yes cL 3 No
Gunnison-Hinsdale Yes AL [ndef initely [t 4 Mo
* Mesa
Pueblo Yes a 3 No
Comecticut Yes cs 3 No
* New Haven
* Torrington
Delaware Yes cs Indefinitely,3° (o Ho
New Castle b
Sussex b
District of Columbia® Yes s 3 %o
Florida Yes o1} >3 s Yes
Di“ L 2]
Polk b
Georgia Yes Automated 10,5¢ L No
Bibb No
Colquitt No
Fulton Yes Automated NA® (7 Yes
Madison Yes A NA® [ Yes
* Peach
Guan? Yes 133 3 o
Hawaii No
Hono lulu b

Maui

£33
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TABLE A.15 (continued)
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Functional Level of
Responsibility for

Length of Time
Suspended Claim Is
Carried on Books
Prior to Termination

(Years) (Q9.16)

Reasons for
Carrying Suspended
Claim on Books
Beyond Required

Three Years (Q9.17)

Clatms
Determination
Decisions Are
Reviewed by

Higher-tevel Staff (Q9.18)

Claims Are
Terminated
Within This
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction
Idaho | Yes
* Ada ‘
* Bonneville
* Ca
- oo
Nlineds Yes
Cook Co. (Ashland) "o
Cook Co. (Englewood) o
Cook Co. (Carfield) No
Codt ﬁq-‘“ﬁs. Suburban) No
Gl'“ll‘lg » Ho
Ind1ans Yes
Adams Yes9
Allen Yes
Marion Ves
Scott Yes
Kayne Yes
Towa Yes
IM e
Webster hdd
Kansas Yes
Cherokee wo !
Frank) in Ne
Linn No
Wichita No

Wyandotte No

Claims Termination (09.13)

[»)]

Eppee

L Automated

[

Indef inftely

Indef initely, ¥
Indef initely

3

3

Indefinitely

3

No

Yes

4

Yes
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TABLE A.15 (cont inued)

Length of Time Reasons for Clafms
Clajms Are Suspended Claia Is Carrying Suspended Deteraination
Terminated Functional Level of Carried on Books Claim on Books Decisfons Are
Within This Responsibf ity for Prior to Teraination Beyond Required Reviewed by
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction  Claims Tersination ((9.13) (Years) (Q9.16) Three Years (Q9.17) Higher-Level Staff (Q9.18)
Kent ucky Yes cs Indefinitely S No
Bel) No
Carter No
Hart No
Jefferson No
Todd Ko
Loutsiana Yes Automated 3 No
Caddo Mo
Lincoin No
Orleans No
St. Tammany No
Tangipahoa No
Maine Yes cs 3 No
Augusta Yes AL ,Aut omated 3 No A
Lewiston Yes [ Indefinitely C No
Maryland Yes A 3 Yes
Allegany Yes AL 3 No
Baltimore City Yes a 3 X
Baltimore County Yes a Indef initely L No
Frederick No Indefinitely Mo
Mont gomery Yes CL DK DK No
Massachusetts Yes cs 3 Yes
Malden No

Ros1indale No
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TABLE A, 15 (contfnued)

Table of Contents

Length of Time Reasons for Claims
Claims Are Suspended Claim Is Carrying Suspended Determination
Terninated Functional Level of Carried on Books Claim on Books Decisions Are
Within This Responsibility for Prior to Termination Beyond Required Reviewed by

Jurisdiction Jurisdiction  Claims Termination (Q9.13)  (Vears) (Q9.16) Three Years ((8.17) Higher-Leve) Staff (Q9.18)

Michigan Yes a 3 Ho
Berrien Yes AL 3 L
oranch Yes Automated, AS 3 Mo
Macomh Ves AL Indefinitely R Yes
st. Clair 0K
vayne Yes CLLFL,FS 3 Yesh

G ) T .

Minneseta Yes A 3 Yes
Clay Yes a 3 Yes
lelt‘l Yes Automated Indefinitely L o
Hemp o Yes AS 1 of ™
Raws ey Yes a 3 Ho
Wasecs Yes? A 3 "o

Nississippd Yes s 3 No
Attala Mo
Hinds No
Lowndes Mo
Madison No
Tishomingo No

msséﬁgi Yes Mutosated 3 No
Buchanon Yes ALFS 3 Yes
Jlekmn No
Lafayette ¥o
Pettls . W
St. Louis ‘I'I‘E? . ‘

Montana Yes cs 3 b
Cascade No
Lewis & Clark No
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TABLE A.15 (continued)
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Length of Time Reasons for Claims ;
Claims Are Suspended Claim Is Carrying Suspended Determination
Terminated Functional Level of Carried on Books Claim on Books Decisions Are
Mithin This Responsibility for Prior to Tersination Beyond Required Reviewed by
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction  Claims Termination {Q9.13) (Years) (Q9.16) Three Years ((9.17) Higher-Level Staff (Q9.18)
Nebraska Yes AS 6 c No
Grand Island Yes AL ,AS 3 Yes
Lexington Yes AL AS 6 R Mo
Lincoln Yes AS 6 R No
Onsha Yes a 3 Yes
Seward Yes o ,ALC 3 0K, Yes©
Nevada Yes a 3 Yes
Clark bl
Washoe -
New Hampshire no®
Dover bld
Keene b
New Jersey Yes a > 3d N Yes
Burl ington Yes L Indefinitely c No
Canden Yes L Indef initely L,C No
Essex Yes a 3 o
Hudson Yes a 3 No
Middlesex Yes9 a Indefinitely L o
New Mexico Yes Automated 3 No
Bernalillo No
Cibola No
New York Yes AL.CL,FL > 343
N Yes
* Broome
Cortland Yes a 3 Ko
Erie Yes fL,cLC Indef initely L.C.R Yes
MNew York City Yes CcL 3 No

* Onondaga
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Length of Time

Reasons for
Carrying Suspended
Claim on Books
Beyond Required
Three Years ((9.17)

Claims
Determination
Decisions Are
Reviewed by

Higher-Level Staff (Q9.18)

Claims Are Suspended Claim Is
Terminated Functional Level of Carried on Books
Within This Responsibility for Prior to Termination
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction  Claims Termination (09.13) (Years) (Q9.16)
North Carolina Yes Autosated 3
Craven Yes Automated 3
Forsyth Yes Automated K}
Halifax " Yes a 3
Hapwod No
Yancey Yes A ,Automated Indef inftely L.C
*Ioﬂh_;i)i:ot:
Cass. - Yes A k]
Emmons. Yes A 3
Grand Forks Yes A Indef initely X
Hountrail | Yes A 3
Stutsman Yes N 3
Ohfo .. Yes s 3
Cuyahaoga Yes a Indefinitely L
Delaware Yes A 3
Franklis Yes a 3
Mahoning Yes Q. Indef initely L.C
Richland Yes A 3
Ok 1abgon Yes € 3
Carter -
Custer o
Oregon Yes Automated 3
Albany No
Cottage Grove No
East Portland No
Springfield No
West Eugene No

o
No
No
Yes

Yes
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TABLE A. 15 (continued)

Table of Contents

Claims Termination (Q9.13)

Claims Are
Terninated Functional Level of
Within This Responsibility for

Jurisdiction Jurisdiction

Pennsylvania Yes Automated
Lycosing No
Philadelphia (Center) No
Philadelphia (Ogontz) No
Philadeiphia (West) No
Westmoreland No

Rhode Island Yes s
Providence b
Warwick **

South Carolina Yes N
Dar1ington Yes w,o
Georgetown Yes CL
Newberry Yes cL
Ovangeburg Yes CL
Richland Yes a

South Dakota Yes cs
Bennett bl
Davison b

Tennessee Yes AL
Davidson Yesd a
Susner Yes A

Texas Yes Automated

* Bexar
DeWitt Ref,

* Harris
Saith Yes AL FS
Tarrant 113

Length of Time
Suspended Clain Is
Carried on Books
Prior to Termination

{Years) (Q9.16)

Reasons for
Carrying Suspended
Claim on Books
Beyond Required

Three Years (09.17)

Indefinitely
3
3
3
Indef initely
3

Indef initetly
3
Indef initely

Indef initely, K"

Clatas
Oetermination
Decisfons Are
Reviewed by

Higher-Level Staff , 18

No

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes




191-v

TABLE A, 15 (cont inved)

Table of Contents

Jurisdiction

Claims Are
Terminated Functional Level of
Within This Responsibility for

Jurisdiction Claims Termination (Q9.13)

Length of Time
Suspended Claim Is
Carried on Books
Prior to Termination
(Years) (Q9.16)

Reasons for
Carrying Suspended
Claim on Books
Beyond Reguired
Three Years (09.17)

Claims
Determination
Decistons Are
Reviewed by

Higher-Leve! Staff (Q9.18)

Utash
Region 28
Region 7A

Vernont
Hartford
St. Albans

Virginta /"
Charlotte
Hampton IC
Norfalk 1€

* Portsmouth
Pulaski

Virgin Tstands®

Washington
Benton
King-Rainier
Pierce

Spokane
Vancouver

West Virginia
Beck ley
Charleston

Wisconsin
Bayfield
Oovg fas
Mi lwaukee
Rock
Sauk

Yes a

e

L i d

Yes A

L £ )

L 1]

Yes AS
Yes ALFL
Yes a
Yes Mutomated
Yes AL LFL
"

Yes cs

o

No

No

No

No

Yes cs

i

e

Yes Automated
Yes A
Yes A
Yes? a
Yes FL
Yes A

Indefinitely

3

Indef initely
Indef initel y“
3

Indef initely

3
Indef initely
3
Indefinitely
Indef inftely
3

Yes

Yes

Yes
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Claims Are
Terainated
Within This

Functional Level of
Responsibility for

Length of Time
Suspended Claim Is
Carried on Books
Prior to Termination

Reasons for
Carrying Suspended
Claim on Books
Beyond Required

Claias
Determination
Decisfons Are
Reviewsd by

Jurisdiction Jurisdiction  Claims Termination ((9.13) {Years) (Q9.16) Three Years (09.17) Higher-Level Staff (Q9.18)
Wyoming Yes cs 4 L Yes

Carbon No

Crook Yes AL Indefinitely t No

Freemont No

Natrona No

Park No

*State or local FSA refused interview,

**This series of questions was not asked in the interviews with local FSAs in states where the claims process is predosinantly state-operated.
M The question is not applicable to this local FSP system,

DK The information was not availasble at the time of the interview,

Ref. The respondent refused to answer the question,

KEY: Functional Level: A = Agency Reasons for Carrying:
C » Clatas/Collections Unit
F = Fraud/Investigations Unit

A = Audit purposes

L

S
0 = Other C = Continued pursuit of claim

N

R

0

= Legal restrictions
= Shortage of staff/resources

= No specific reason
For each of the above, code
whether it is:
L = Local/County
D = District/Region
S = State

= State requirements
= Qther
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TABLE A.16

ROUGH PROFESSIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE EFFECTIVEMESS OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS,
8Y STATE AND LOCAL FSA

Table of Contents

Existence of Reasons Professiona) Estimates of the Percentage of (010,06):
8 Backlog of for the Claims Claims Referrals
Overissuances Backlog of Identified Referrals That for Suspected Establ ished
and Clafns To Overissuances Overissuvances Lead to Fraud That Lead Claims for Which Established Claims
Be Processed and Claims That Lead to Established to Established Some Collections That Eventually
Jurisdiction {q10. 08) {Q10.08) Claims Referrals Claims Fraud Claims Are Made Become Oelfinquent
Alabama Yes S.L 50% 50% 70% 25% 50%
Bibb Yes s 90 80 1] 15 50
Et owah Yes S 100 90 90 60 75
FronkVin Yes P,0° 100 98 99 75 80
Mobile Yes S,L,P S0 50 30 10 90
Morgan Yes S 100 70 80 60 10
Alaska Yes® ] 0K x 70 65 30
Anchorage-Nuldoon Mo
Ketchikan Yes s.L.p,08 100 100 75 65 65
LI
Arizony | Yes S 60 90 8 70 10
Maricopa Yes L 80 75 DK 14 S0
Navajo No 80 80 DK oK X
Arkansas Yes sS.L DK K 25 DK 60
Clay Yes S.L 90 80 80 95 DX
Phillifps Yes s,p 60 S0 70 15 25
*California
Los Angéles Yes 0,p 0K o 14 21 85
San Bernardino Yes S 100 100 60 70 a3
San Joaquin Yes $.0,p 100 90 50 90 50
[ ] Som“

* Yolo
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TABLE A. 16 (continued)

Existence of Reasons Professional Estimates of the Percentage of (Q10.06):
a Backlog of for the Clatas Claims Referrals
Overissuances Backlog of Ident if fed Referrals That for Suspected Established
and Clalms To Overissuances Overissuances Lead to Fraud That Lead Claims for Which Established Claims
Be Processed and Clains That Lead to Established to Established Some Collections That Eventually
Jurisdiction (QL0.08) (Q10.08) Clains Referrals Claims Fraud Claims Are Made Become Delinquent
Colorado Yes s.D 95 90 60 17 20
Boulder Yes S 90 40 50 50 90
Denver Yes? L.0 0K 60 10 50 80
Gunnison-Hinsdale No 100 100 50 66 50
* Mesa
Pueblo No 100 95 75 40 20
Connecticut Yes S.L 100 5 87 70 15
* New Haven
* Torrington
Delaware Yes S.L 0K OX DK 0K DK
New Castle Yes s.0® oK 85 50 NA NA
Sussex No 80 75 25 DK DK
District of Columbiad Yes P Kk} 9% 60 65 52
florida Yes S [ 76 114 0K S0
Dade Yes S 50 50 12 15 80
Potk Yes s,L.0,0f 85 70 30 .2 75
Georgia Yes 5 0K 68 58 27 ’ oK
81bb Yes s,L,09 90 60 50 18 75
Colquitt Yes s,ob oK " K 0K DK
Fulton Yes s.L.0f oK X 0K 25 DK
Madison Yes© L 95 95 75 75 25

* Peach

Guian® Ho 0K oK 90 0K 50
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TABLE A.16 (cont inued)

Existence of Reasons Professiona) Estimates of the Percentage of (Q10.06):

a Backlog of for the Claims Clains Referrals

Overissuances Backlog of Tdent {ffed Referrals That for Suspected Established

and Clains To Dverissuances Overissuances Lead to Fraud That Lead Claims for Which Established Claims
Be Processed and Claias That Lead to Established to Established Some Collect fons That Eventually

Jurisdiction (910, 08) {Q10.08) Clains Referrals Clains Fraud Claim Are Made Become Delinquent

Hawatl Yes LR X 60 60 75 67
Honolulu Yes s,L.D 95 100 1 20 50
Haui Yes L,0.P 90 90 90 N NA

Idaho : ::: No K 0K 13 K [V 4

* Ada

* Bonnwville

* Canyol; ¢

* Owyhee

* Shoshaime :

Niinots No 100 100 10 » 10
Cook Co. . (Ashland) Yes P 100 114 2 10 114
Cook 0. (Englewood) Yes L 100 S0 [ 4 X 114
Cook o, {Garfield) Yes s.p.0f % 95 [ X DK
Cook Co, (5. Suburban) Yes s,D 98 98 K DK pK
Greene No 100 20 A N NA

Indiana Yes s.0 DK oK 0K K 0K
Moms o 100 100 WA 80 0
Mlen - Yes® P 100 97 8 15 87
Nar{on Yes S0 8 9 80 2 60
Scott Yes S.L 100 100 100 60 50
Wayne Yes® 5.p % 99 10 50 50

lowa Yes S DK DK 95 10 25
Tows Yes® P 100 100 2 7 0
Webster Yes $,L,0,P 100 100 90 75 50
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Existence of Reasons Professional Estimates of the Percentage of (Q10.06):
& Backlog of for the Claims Claims Referrals
Overissuances Backlog of Ident ified Referrals That for Suspected Established
and Claims To Overissuances Overissuances Lead to Fraud That Lead Claims for Which Established Claims
Be Processed and Claims That Lead to Established to Established Some Collections That Eventually
Jurisdiction {Q10.08) (Q10. 08) Claims Referrals  Claims Fraud Claims Are Made Become Delinguent
Kans as Yes S.L 50 90 95 70 80
Cherokee Yes S.L.0,P 100 100 i3 70 95
Franklin Yes S,L 100 100 75 50 50
Linn Yes S,P 100 100 80 75 35
Wichita Yes s.L.D,P 40 95 95 90 10
Wyandotte Yes s,L,0,P,07 95 85 8s 80 DK
Kentucky Yes S.L,P 100 M 114 70 50
Bell Yes $.L.0,P 100 75 38 95 0K
Carter Mo 90 90 95 95 0K
Hart Yes S.L 100 5 35 75 25
Jefferson Yes L 100 80 S0 80 DK
Todd Yes S.F 80 5 10 95 -
>
S
‘ oy Louisiana Yes L DK 9 93 75 DK
© Caddo Yes s 50 9 0 10 20
Lincoln Yes L,0,p S0 45 N 40 70
! Orleans Yes s,L,D,P 90 98 5¢ 25 15
St. Tammany Yes S 90 90 S0 30 15
Tangipahoa No 97 90 40 50 35
Maine Yes S DK DX 20 K 15
Mugusta Yes S 100 100 20 75 10
Lewiston Yes S.L,P 15 80 7% 60 10
Maryland Yes s.b DK DK 0K 0K DK
I Allegany Yes S,L,b 95 55 k11 85 50
Baltimore City Yes s,0,p 100 95 15 50 50
| Baltimore County Yes S 95 80 98 70 25
Frederick No 100 100 80 30 30
Mont gowery Yes L 100 K 2 DK 0K
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Existence of Reasons Professfona) Estimates of the Percentage of (QL0.06);
a Backlog of for the Clains Claims Referrals
Overissuances Backlog of Identified Referrals That for Suspected Establ ished
and Claims To Overissuances Overissuances Lead to Fraud That Lead Claims for Which Established Claims
Be Processed and Claims That Lead to Established to Established Some Collections That Eventually
Jurisdiction {q10.08) (910, 08) Claims Referrals  Claims Fraud Claims Are Made Become Delinguent
Massachusetts Yes P 90 9 98 60 50
Malden No 95 DX DX DK |14
Ros ] indale No . DK DK 0K 118 DK
Hichigm Yes DK [ oK 70 K
Berrien Yes® %0 9 50 75 50
Bramch, . No DK oK 0K oK oK
Macomb Yes L 65 65 30 60 30
St. gialr Yes s,L.D,P 95 95 18 7% 60
Wayne Yes® P 75 100 50 95 5
Minnesota Yes S.t 99 100 99 20 DK
Clay Yes P 90 90 50 0K DK
Dakota Yes S,.,0,P 90 100 15 15 75
Hennepin Yes S,L.P DK 13 0K 60 NA
Rams ey Yes S,L,P 80 9% 1 15 30
Uaseca. . Ko 9 % A 85 5
Mississtppl Yes s b » 80 60 50
Al:bp’]‘g o Yes $,.,0,P 100 100 99 50 2
Hlnd@h L 100 98 99 50 50
Lowndes Yes $,0,P 45 X 30 7 80
Madison Yes s 100 % 65 90 10
Tishomingo Yes s 90 9 90 50 50
Missourt Yes s,P 100 100 9c 60 80
Buchanan Yes S DK DX wk DK DK
Jackson Yes s 100 85 0K HA NA
Lafayette Yes S.L 90 85 10 114 113
Pettis Yes S 100 S0 NA NA NA
St. Louls Yes s,D 100 25 114 50 30
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Existence of Reasons Professional Estimates of the Percentage of (Q10.06):
a Backlog of for the Claims Claims Referrals
Overissuances Backlog of Ident ifled Referrals That for Suspected Establ ished
and Claims To Overissuances Overissuances Lead to Fraud That Lead Claims for Which Established Clains
Be Processed and Claians That Lead to Established to Established Some Collections That Eventually
Jurisdiction {Q10.08) {Q10. 08) Claims Referrals Claims Fraud Claims Are Nade Become Delinquent
Montana vesb P 0K 100 10 60 0
Cascade Yes S,0 95 60 35 60 NA
Lewls & Clark Yes S,L,P 75 100 100 95 20
Nebraska Yes S K DX 114 113 K
Grand Island Yes© s 100 15 100 75 7%
Lexington Yes L 95 95 DK 90 20
Lincoln Yes S,L 95 95 1 25 60
Omaha Yes S,L,0,P 75 95 20 40 75
Seward No 90 95 0 80 30
Nevada Yes S.L 100 92 DK 70 30
Clark Yes S.L.P 0K X DK 0K 114
Washoe Yes S 100 75 25 25 50
New Hampshire Yes 4 DK 60 60 50 60
Dover No 100 5 15 15 25
Keene NA 114 0K DK DK 0K
New Jersey Yes S 92 98 33 66 73
Burlington Yes b,P 100 90 80 73 50
Camden Yes S 100 75 50 114 DK
Essex Yes S 100 85 114 80 35
Hudson Yes S.D 98 9 95 100 80
Middlesex Yes 5,p,0% 100 8s 25 65 15
New Mexico Yes S.L 100 100 83 40 40
Bernalillo Yes S 50 S0 10 DK 0K
Cibola Yes S 0K [+ 4 114 NA NA
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Existence of Reasons Professional Estimates of the Percentage of (QL0.06):
a Backlog of for the Claias Claims Referrals
Overissuances Backlog of Tdentif ied Referrals That for Suspected Estab) ished
and Clains To Overissuances Overissuances Lead to Fraud That Lead Claims for Mhich Established Claims
Be Processed and Clains That Lead to Established to Established Some Collections That Eventually
Jurisdiction {910, 08) (Q10. 08) Clains Refevrals Claims Fraud Claims Are Made Become Oeiinquent
New York Yes S 100 100 11 15 90
E] Brm
Cortland Yes $.0,P 85 85 100 50 50
frie Yes 5,0,p 98 80 25 85 40
Mew York City Yes H 100 95 9% 65 20
* Onondaga ‘
dorth Caralina Yes N DK = 0K (T4 oK
Craven ™ 100 % NA 95 20
Forsyth Yes s.0! oK 0 oK 20 60
Halifag . Yes $.0.p 90 8 50 90 30
Hawoud . . Yes ] 100 ] DK 15 0
Yancey Yes s.L 100 ® 0 80 20
*Horth Dakgta
Cass o 100 100 100 85 30
Emmons No 100 95 95 95 5
Grand Forks o 100 100 100 85 oK
Wountrall No 100 bk} 90 95 4
Stutgman No 100 100 § 80 10
ok
Ohio., Yes 5 DK L 18 80 60
Cuyahogn Yes s.p0 oK ) 35 50 20
Dedaware: . Moy 98 9% 70 50
Franklin b ’ 100 80 45 55
Mahonfng Yes | o,p,0" 95 % 78 47 95
Richland Yes 50,0 100 100 1 30 10
Ok ahona Yes s,0 98 50 95 55 76
Carter Yes S0 8s 100 10 oK 0K
Custer Yes s 2 100 HA NA NA
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Existence of Reasons Professional Estimates of the Percentage of (Q10.06):
a Backlog of for the Claias Claims Referrals
Overissuances Backlog of Ident if ied Referrals That for Suspected Established
and Claims To Overissuances Overissuances Lead to Fraud That Lead Claims for Which Established Claims
Be Processed and Claims That Lead to Established to Established Some Collections That Eventually
Jurisdiction {Ql0.08) (Q10.08) Claims Referrals Claims Fraud Claims Are Made Become Delinguent
Oregon Yes S K DK 25 X 25
Albany No 65 8¢ ) 60 i1 4
Cottage Grove No 100 100 100 25 15
East Portland Yes S 80 80 5 %5 114
Springfield Yes S 90 100 50 n 40
West Eugene No 75 90 35 85 55
Pennsylvania Yes R 0K 114 12 DX DK
Lycoming Yes S.L 9 0K [+ 3 L 4 0K
Philadelphia (Center) Yes P,0® 100 0K 0K 0K DX
Philadelphia (Ogontz) Yes 0 100 90" K K DK
Philadelphia (West) 0K 100 DK DK 1 4 oK
Westmore land No 100 0K [+ 4 DK DK
Rhode Island Yes [4 95 99 75 7% 70
Providence Yes S 5 15 25 0 50
Warwick No 10 1 1 1
South Carolina Yes S.L.R 85 85 30 85 50
Darlington ves? 0.p 100 95 75 7 90
Georgetown No 98 98 2 80 20
Newberry Yes S 95 95 95 90 20
Orangebury Yes S 15 80 85 70 30
Richland Yes S,P 90 50 70 X DK
South Dakota Yes N DK 99 80 S0 50
Bennett Yes L 60 100 80 DK DK
Bavison ves® 5,000 95 98 8s Irs 3
Tennessee Yes s.L 45 100 X 100 DK
Davidson Yes S 85 80 65 75 45
Sumner Yes S.L,P 80 75 25 15 90
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Existence of Reasons Professional Estimates of the Percentage of (Q10.06):
a Backlog of for the Claims Claims Referrals
Overissvances Backlog of Jdentifjed Referrals That for Suspected Establ ished
and Claims To Overissuances Overissuances Lead to Fraud That Lead Claims for Which Established Claims
Be Processed and Clains That Lead to Established to Established Some Collections That Eventually
Jurisdiction {Q10.08) {Q10. 08) Claims Referrals Claims Fraud Clafes Are Made Becone Delinguent
Texas o K 118 0K DK 0K
* Bexar
DeMitt . Ref, Ref. Ref, Ref, Ref, Ref,
* Harris
Saith Yes S 9 95 50 80 30
Tarrant, Yes S 9 99 75 60 40
i
Yes S.R 14 98 35 K 80
Yes S,L,P 10 95 9% 95 95
No 95 0K 5 95 DK
Vermont L] K 100 90 40 DK
Hart ford No 100 98 50 . 22
St. Albans Yes® s 100 100 2 % 0K
Virginta:. | Yes S o DK X i 1 4
Charlatte Yes ] 100 8s % ] 40
Hamptoe: IC Yes s 95 BO 10 90 10
Norfolk If Yes S,L.0,P 9 9 90 S0 55
* Portsmputh . u
Pulask] | Yes | S.p 85 30 2 65 80
Virgin tslands® Yes ] K K > x oK
Wash ington Yes .. Lp 0K DK 87 70 30
Benton Yes s 90 75 95 85 30
King-Rainier Yas S,L,D,P 100 99 s4 0K 0K
Pierce Yos® X 100 70 50 K DK
Spokane X oK DK K DK DK
Vancouver Yes S.L,0.p 95 70 60 0K oK
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TABLE A.16 (continued)

Existence of Reasons Professional Estimates of the Percentage of (010.06):
a Backlog of for the Claims Claims Aeferrals
Overtssvances Backlog of ldent if ied Referrals That for Suspected Established
and Clains To Overissuances Overissuances Lead to Fraud That Lead Claims for Which Established Claims
Be Processed and Claims That Lead to Established to Established Some Collections That Eventually
Jurisdiction _{Q10.08) {Q10. 08) Claims Referrals Claims Fraud Claims Are Made 8ecome Delinguent
West Virginia Yes St 86 52 0K o 63
Beckley Yes s,P 100 90 k) 1] 114
Charleston Yes s.pn.0® 100 75 [ 4 60 40
Wisconsin Yes S,L DK 114 DK 75 DK :
Bayfield Yes N 100 25 1 100 0 l‘
Douglas o 100 99 100 [ oK 1
‘ Mi Iwaukee Yes s © 90 50 70 0K |
Rock Yes s,0° 90 90 10 65 a0
Sauk No 100 75 10 75 50
. Wyoming Yes R 98 98 90 3 114
X Carbon Yes 5 100 15 0 100 NA
= Crook No 100 100 0 100 33
I Freemont Yes s.0,P 100 100 © 60 50
| Natrona Yes $,.,0,P 10 40 L] 70 20 i
Park ves® s 100 100 100 2 80

*State or local FSA refused interview,
| **This series of guestions was not asked in the interviews with local FSAs in states where the claims process is predominantly state-operated.
| MA Question not applicable to local office.

X Information not available at time of interview.

Ref. Respondent refused to answer question,
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TABLE A.16 (cont inued)

KEY; Reasons for backlog: S » Shortage of staff/resources

L = Claims are low priority

P = Process is slow for fraud cases

D = Lack of data processing capabilities

R = Limitations on recoupsent/weak regulations
N = No specific reason given

0 » Other

Table of Contents

3The District of Coluwbia, Guam and the Virgin Islands were not Included in the local FSA survey because most clatms collection activities are centralized in the

state-level FSA,

"aacqu 1s of suspected fraud and fraud claims only.

Cthis response §s. for nonfraud claias only.

There are no established procedures for following up backlogs.

®sacklog is due to & lack of information or difficulty in obtaining information.
'Agency error must be established, but, because clients don't pay, following up the backlog wastes time,
acklog fs due to a lack of understanding of the claims process by staff.

Pmacklog s due to high staff turnover,

'aackiog 1s due to cumbersome procedures for clafas,

JBacklm is due to kbe high percentage of fraud cases.

kBacklog occurs When casefiles cannot be located.

'ﬂuklw 1s due to poor adeinistration by previous FSA officials.

®acklog accurs because privacy laws restrict the availability of necessary information,
MRacklog occurs because the ADH is not within the FSP,

%Backlog 13 due to the conversion to an sutomated systes,
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TABLE A.17

ROUGH MEASURES OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE CLAIMS
COLLECTION PROCESS, BY STATE, FY 1985

Claims Clains Clates
Established Collected Collected for
for Each $100 for Each 5100 for Each $100
of Issuance of Claiss of Issuance
in Error Established in Error
Jurisdiction (Dollars) {Dollars) {Dollars}
Alabasa 9.55 44,70 .27
Alaska 18.95 32.30 6.12
Arizona 11.38 35.80 4.53
Arkansas 14.50 48.50 7.03
California 19.15 32.01 6.13
Colorado 10.95 29.99 3.28
Connecticut 15.98 31.59 5.08
Delaware 22,10 28.79 6.36
District of Columbia 11,00 17.31 1.90
Florida 14.64 35.64 §.22
Georgia 12.87 45,84 5,90
Guan 15.62 68.75 10.74
Hawaii 73.07 22.02 16.09
idaho 11.72 s7.21 6,71
I1tinois 16.13 10.79 1.74
Indiana 9.56 38.35 - 3.67
Towa 17.79 58.90 10.48
Kansas 16.99 39.86 6.77
Kentucky 6.04 48.73 2.94
Louisiana 4.67 40.59 1.90
Maine 16.23 41.97 6,81
Maryland 20.29 12.95 3.66
Massachusetts 15.20 37.97 511
Michigan 10.86 25.76 2.80
Minnesota 7.81 15.88 1.24
Mississtppl 17.03 17.46 2.97
Missouri 26.42 32,74 8.65
Montana 8.90 51.93 4.62
Nebraska 16.37 36.05 5.90
Nevada ’ 47.40 §5.53 26.32
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Clains Claims Claims
Estabiished Collected Collected for
for Each $100 for Each $100 for Each $100
of I[ssuance of Clains of Issuance
in Error Established in Error
Jurisdiction {Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars})
New Hampshire 20.85 55.29 11,53
New Jersey 39.05 33.36 13.03
New Mexico 13. 44 15, 44 2.07
New York 8.58 28.94 2.48
North Carolina 16.98 59.06 10.03
North Dakota 17.34 52.08 9.03
Ohio 12,00 9.9 3.49
0Ok 1ahoma 7.08 44,15 3.12
Oregon 20.56 47,86 9.84
Pennsylvania 11.91 17.32 2.06
Rhode Island 12.81 14.60 1.87
South Carolina 11.84 63.18 7.48
South Dakota 20,53 58,21 11,95
Tennessee 17.82 35.52 6.33
Texas 12.54 43.39 5.44
Utah 18.90 41,16 1.78
Vermont 15,33 32.29 4.95
Virginia 13.37 54, 41 7.28
Virgin Islands 10. 39 .Nn 3.19
Washington 23.40 22.93 5.36
west Virginia 8.27 48,37 4.00
Wisconsin 10.18 50. 25 5.12
Wyoming 12.84 30.87 3.96
Medfan Value 14,64 37.97 5.36

SOURCE: FNS, State Tables of Activity Ranking, Plus (STAR+), April 1986,
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APPENDIX TABLE 8.1

SUMMARY OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS, BY STATE AND LOCAL FSA

Table of Contents

OPERAT 10N ASTOMATED
OF THE HISTORY:
ORGANTZAT TON PROCESS: AUTOMATED Percentage
OF THE Specialized FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTERNATIVE
PROCESS: Staff Percentage  Action NANAGEMENT MONITORING ESTABLISHMENT COLLECTION
Percent age Involved of Routine  and Claims METHOOS : METHDDS : WETHODS : METHODS :
of Claims in Claims Claims Payment Percentage Percentage Percentage of Alternative
Process Estadl ishment Functions Historfes of Management of Monitoring Establishment Collections
Jurisdiction Centralized and Collections Automated Autosated Methads Used Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used
Aabass % o % 100% 100% 67% 100% No
Bibb;, . 0 i 4 % 0 40 33 160 No
Etoush 10 o % 100 20 67 100 No
Franklin 10 Yes 25 100 60 100 100 Yes
Mobile 10 Yes e 100 60 33 100 Mo
Morgan 10 No 5 0 80 67 100 No
Alaskn 80 Yes 75 100 60 67 100 Yes
Anchoragé-Muldaon 80 e 100 0 e 67 " we
Ketchikan 80 - 100 100 »e % o o
S T
Arizoma. 100 Yes 50 100 60 67 100 Yes
Mar{copa 80 bl 50 & e kK] e Ll
Navajo 80 L 5 100 ol 67 el e
Arkansas 80 Yes 18 100 100 100 100 Yes
Clay 80 L 0 (1} " [Y] 1 "
Phillips 100 - 0 0 o 33 b -
*California
Los Angeles Yes 50 100 80 67 50 Yes
San Bernardino Yes 0 67 60 3 50 Yes
San Joaquin Yes 0 0 40 67 S0 Yes
Sonoma

Yolo



¢-1

TABRLE B.1 (continued)
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OPERATION AUTOMATED
OF THE HISTORY:
ORGANIZAT ION PROCESS: AUTOMATED Percentage
OF THE Specialized FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTERMATIVE
PROCESS: Staff Percentage Action MANAGEMENT MONITORING ESTABLISHMENT COLLECTION
Percent age Involved of Routine and Claims METHOOS ¢ METHODS METHODS : METHOOS :
of Claims in Claims Claims Payment Percentage Percentage Percentage of Alternative
Process Establishaent Functions Histories of Managesent of Monitoring Establ{shment Collections
Jurisdiction Centralized and Collections Autosated Automated Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used
Colorado 0 Yes S0 0 60 100 75 Yes
Boulder 0 Yes 25 0 80 67 50 Yes
Denver 0 Yes 0 ] 60 67 50 Yes
Gunnison-Hinsdale 10 No 25 0 40 67 50 No
* Mesa
Pueblo 0 Yes s 100 60 100 50 No
Connecticut 100 Yes 75 67 80 67 100 Yes
* New Haven
* Torrington
Delaware 100 Yes 50 33 60 67 100 Yes
New Castle 100 b S0 n e 3 L b
Sussex 100 bl 0 0 e 33 - hid
District of Colusbia® 100 Yes 50 100 60 67 100 Yes
Florida 100 Yes 75 100 100 100 100 Yes
Dade 40 hid 5 0 bl 100 il i
Polk 10 bl 100 100 b 100 il il
Georgfa 40 Yes 100 100 80 100 100 Yes
8ibb 40 Yes 100 100 100 100 100 Yes
Colquitt 30 Yes 13 100 80 100 Mo Yes
Fulton 20 Yes 100 100 80 67 mb Yes
Madison 40 Yes 100 100 40 100 100 Yes

* Peach
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OPERAT ION AUTONATED
OF THE HISTORY:
ORGANIZATION  PROCESS: MJTOMATED  Percentage
OF THE Specialized FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTERMATIVE
PROCESS : Staff Percentage  Action MANAGEMENT MON [TORING ESTABLISIMENT  COLLECTION
Percentage Involved of Routine  and Claims  METHORS: METHDOS : METHDOS ; METHOOS
of Claiss in Clains Claims Payment Percentage Percentage Percentage of Alternative
o l'rouﬁ Establishment Functions Histories of Managesent of Monitoring Establishment Collections
Jurisdiction Centralized and Collections Automated Automated Methods Used Nethods Used Methods Used Methods Used
Gua? 100 Ves 0 0 80 67 100 o
Hawa i 60 () ] 6 80 67 100 ¥o
HonoJuiu 60 i 7% n L 67 i "
*u‘ I ” L) o o il 67 *R L 1
oo ] Yes 0 0 50 6 75 Yes
‘M
* Bormeville
* Camyos
* Ouyhee .
* Shoshone
Iitineds 100 Yes 0 100 80 3 100 Yes
Cook (Ashland) 92 b % 100 80 o7 wd No
Cook (Englewood) 80 AP % 100 60 6 " Ho
Cook (Garfield) 90 b 50 100 80 67 mb Mo
Cook {Soukh Suburban) 90 e 15 100 80 67 me Mo
Greene 80 md 0 100 60 3 md Ho
Indiana W » 0 £ 60 67 50 Yes
Adams o " 0 0 80 EE) b No
Alten -y o Yes 0 0 80 100 50 No
Marion ‘ » e 0 0 100 67 25 Yes
Scott 30 » 0 0 40 67 25 Mo
Mayne » Yes 50 100 60 100 50 Yes
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TAME B.1 {continued)
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OPERATION AUTOMATED
OF THE HISTORY:
ORGANIZAT ION PROCESS: AUTOMATED Percentage
Of THE Specialized FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTERNATIVE
PROCESS ; Staff Percentage  Action MANAGEMENT MONITORING ESTABLISHMENT COLLECTION
Percent age Involved of Routine and Clains METHOOS : METHODS : METHOOS : METHODS ;
of Claims in Claiss Claims Payment Percentage Percent age Percentage of Alternative
Process Establishment Functions Histories of Management of Monitoring Establishment Collections
Jurisdiction Centralized and Collections Automated Automated Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used
lowa 100 Yes 5 100 80 3 S0 Yes
lm 70 L] o - 67 *e L 1
Webster 100 - 0 bl kK] e b
Kansas 80 No S0 100 80 67 100 Yes
Cherokee 70 Ho 0 0 40 67 50 No
Frank) in 90 No 0 0 60 67 100 No
Linn 70 No 0 0 80 67 50 No
Wichita 60 Yes 0 [ 60 67 100 Yes
Wyandotte 40 Yes S0 100 80 67 15 Yes
Kentucky 100 Yes 25 k] 100 67 100 Yes
Bell 70 No 0 0 100 67 15 No
Carter 80 No 0 0 100 100 100 No
Hart 70 Yes 0 0 100 67 100 No
Jefferson 70 Yes 0 0 80 100 100 No
Todd 70 No 0 0 80 67 100 No
Louisiana 100 Yes 75 100 100 100 100 Yes
Caddo 100 mb 50 0 60 67 b No
Lincoln 100 b 0 ) 40 3] mb No
New Orleans 100 Mb 0 0 40 67 mb Xo
St. Tammany 100 mb 0 0 60 LY mb No
Tang ipahoa 100 mb 0 0 60 100 b Wo .
Maine 20 No S0 67 40 67 100 No
Augusta 40 No 25 0 40 33 100 No
Lewiston 0 No 1] 3 80 67 100 No
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ORGANIZAT ION
OF THE
PROCESS :
Percentage
of Claims
Process
Jurisdiction Centraliz
Maryland 50
Al legany 40
Baltimore City 0
Baltimore. County 20
Frederick 20
Wontgomery “
Massachusates 100
Halden 100
fos] indale 100
Michigam: . 50
Berrien 10
Branch 10
Macomb 50
St. Clair 80
Wayne 20
Minnesota 20
Clay 0y
Dakota Y [
Hennepin - 20
Ramsey . 20
Waseca ..M

OPERAT 10N
OF THE
PROCESS:
Specialized
Staff
Involived

in Claims

Establishment
and Collections

Mo
Mo
Yes
Yes
Mo
Yes

Yes
Ho
o
No
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Mo ;.
Yes
Yes.

AJTOMATED
HISTORY:
AJTOMATED Percentage
FUNCTIONS: of Case
Percentage Action MANAGEMENT HONITORING
of Routine and Claims METHODS : METHODS :
Claims Payment Percentage Percentage
Functions Histories of Managesent of Monitoring
Automated Automated Methods Used
0 k& 60 67
50 0 60 67
25 0 60 67
25 0 60 100
2 0 100 67
75 k] 60 67
15 67 50 100
F 0 &0 0
0 0 40 0
75 100 80 kx|
50 67 40 67
ri] 100 40 67
15 100 40 67
50 ) 10 67
100 0 100 67
% 100 80 67
75 100 80 67
0 0 40 33
S0 100 80 100
50 100 60 33
50 25 40 0

ESTABL I SHMENT
METHODS :

Percentage of
Establishaent

100
S0
100
75
5
100

100
100

100
100
100

25

25

25
MAC

ALTERMATIVE
COLLECTION

METHODS :

Alternative
Collections

Yes
Ho
No
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
o
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No

Methods Used Methods Used Nethods Used
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TABLE B.1 (continued)
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OPERAT 10M AUTOMATED
OF THE HISTORY:
ORGANIZATION PROCESS: AJTOMATED Percentage
OF THE Specialized FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTERNATIVE
PROCESS : Staff Percentage Action MANAGEMENT MONITORING ESTABLISHMENT COLLECTION
Percentage Involved of Routine  and Claims NETHOODS ; METHODS : METHOOS : METHDOS ;
of Claims in Claims Claims Payment Percentage Percentage Percentage of Alternative
Process Establishment Functions Histories of Managesent of Monitoring Establishment Collect ions
Jurisdiction Centralized and Collections Automated Automated Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used
Mississippi 80 Yes 25 33 60 67 100 No
Attala 100 o 0 0 20 67 mb No
Hinds 80 [ 0 0 a0 100 mb Yes
Lowndes 100 [ 0 0 40 100 b No
Madison 80 [ 0 0 40 100 md o
Tishomingo 80 o 0 0 40 100 mb Mo
Missouri 80 Yes 25 100 100 67 100 Yes
Buchanan 80 Yes 100 0 60 100 b Mo
Jackson 80 Yes 75 0 40 67 100 No
Lafayette 90 Yes 50 100 60 100 100 No
Pett is 80 Ko 100 100 40 67 md Ko
st. Louls 80 o 100 100 60 67 mb Ko
Montana 70 No 25 67 60 67 15 Yes
Cascade 60 Yes 0 1] 20 67 S0 No
Lewis & Clark 90 Yes 100 0 40 67 50 No
Nebras ka 50 No 25 67 60 67 100 No
Grand Island S0 Mo 5 [} 60 67 25 No
Lexington 60 No 0 0 20 67 100 No
Lincoln 60 Yes 25 100 60 67 100 No
Omaha 60 Yes 50 67 80 67 75 No
Seward 50 No 25 k] 40 100 100 No
Nevada 0 Yes 75 100 80 67 100 Yes
Clark 0 il S0 100 ok 67 e e
Washoe 0 hobd S0 100 b 100 hhd o



TABLE 8.1 (continued)
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OPERATION
OF THE
ORGANIZATION PROCESS:
OF THE Specialized
PROCESS : staff
Percantage Involved
of Claims in Claims
Process Establ ishment
Jurisdiction Centralized and Collections
New Hampshire 100 Yes
Dovest » -
Keene 100 -
New Jersey 0 Yes
Burlington 0 Yes
Camten | 0 Yes
Eygex | 0 Yes
Hudson (] Yes
Middlesex ] Yes
New Mexico 80 Yes
Bernalille 70 Mo
Cibola 70 Ho
New York 0 Yes
* Broome
Cortland: 60 Yes
Erfe '] Yes .
New York City 0 Yes
* Onondaga
North Carolima 20 Mo
Craven 3 . e
Forsyth 0 Yes
Halifax 0 Yes.
Haywood 0 Ves
Yancey 0 No

AITOMATED
HISTORY:
Percentage
of Case
Action
and Claims
Payment
Histories
Automated

co 88 oo

1
0

100
100

100

100

100

100

100

MAHAGEMENT
METHODS :
Percentage

of Managesent
ethods Used

60

L1

L4

80
(1]
60
60
40
100
80

60
40

60
80
100
490
40

MONITORING
METHODS :
Percentage

of Monitoring
Methods Used

67
67
0

67
67
67
33
67
13

33
kK
0

67

67

67
67

67
67

100

67
67

100

ESTABLISHMENT
METHODS :
Percentage of
Estab)ishaent
Methods Used

B S N O e e e e et ettt

7%

-e

100
100
75
]
100
100

100
100
100

100

25
S0
100

100
75
15

100
25

100

Yes
»e

-

Ves
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Yes

No
Yes
No

Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No

ALTERNATIVE
COLLECTION
METHODS :
Alternative
Collections
Methods Used
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OPERATION AUTOMATED
OF THE HISTORY:
ORGANIZAT ION PROCESS: AUTOMATED Percentage
OF THE Specialized FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTERMATIVE
PROCESS : Staff Percentage  Action MANAGEMENT MOMITORING ESTABLISHMENT COLLECTION
Percentage Involved of Routine and Claims METHOOS : METHODS ; METHODS ; METHODS ;
of Claims in Clains Claims Payment Percentage Percent age Percentage of Alternative
Process Establishment Functions Histories of Managesent of Monitoring Establishment Collect ions
Jurisdiction Central ized and Collections Automated Automsted Nethods Used Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used
*North Dakota
Cass 0 No 75 0 0 67 100 No
Emmons 10 No 75 0 40 67 100 No
Grand Forks 30 o 4] 100 80 67 15 No
Mountrail 1] No /] 80 33 75 No
Stutsaan 10 o 0 20 0 100 No
Ohio 0 Yes 0 60 100 100 Yes
Cuyahoga 0 Ves 0 60 67 25 No
Delaware 0 Mo 5 6? 40 3 25 No
Frankin 0 Yes 5 0 80 67 100 No
Hahoning 0 Yes 25 k) 60 100 S0 Yes
Richland (1] No 0 0 40 67 25 No
Ok 1ahoma 100 Yes 50 67 60 67 15 No
Carter 100 b 0 e 67 bkl ol
Custer 100 bl 0 b 67 we b
Oregon 100 Yes 75 100 100 100 100 Yes
Albany 100 M ] 0 0 67 "o ¥o
Cottage Grove 100 b 0 0 60 67 me o
East Portland 100 mb 5 100 80 67 mb Mo
Springfield 90 b 0 60 67 75 o
West Eugene 100 Mt 2 40 3 mb No
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OPERATION
OF THE
ORGANIZAT ION PROCESS: AUTOMATED
OF THE Specialized FUNCTIONS:
PROCESS : Staff Percentage
Percentage Involved of Routine
of Clates in Clafms Clains
Process Establishaent Functions
Jurisdl _Centralized and Collections Automated
b
Pernsylvania 100 Yes b
Lycoatng 80 mb o«
Philadelphin (Center) 80 b 75
Philadeiphia (Ogentz) 90 P 0
Phifladelphin (Mest) %0 mb 0
Westworeland % mb 0
Rhode Tstand 90 Yes 50
Providence 90 - [
Warwick 90 b S0
South Carolina 20 Yes 3
Darl ingten 10 Yes 0
Geor petows 10 Yes 0
Newberry 20 Yes 0
Orangeburg 20 Yes 25
Richland 30 Ves S0
South Dakota 60 Yes S0
Bennett 60 - S0
Davison 80 i 0
Tennessee 60 Yes 0
Davidson 80 Yes 50
Sumsner ] Yes 0

NJTOMATED
HISTORY:
Percentage
of Case ALTERMATIVE
Action MANAGEMENT MONITORING ESTABLISHMENT COLLECTION
and Clains METHDDS METHOOS : METHODS ; NETHDOS
Payment Percentage Percentage Percentage of Alternative
Histories of Managesent of Monitoring Establishment Collections
Avtomated Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used
100 §0 67 50 Yes
0 80 67 e No
] 60 33 mb %o
0 60 100 b o
0 60 33 b N
0 60 3 mb No
100. 60 100 100 No
o -t 67 e -t
o R 67 - -w
100 100 100 100 Yes
100 60 100 100 No
100 100 k k] 100 No
67 100 67 100 No
100 60 33 75 No
67 80 67 100 No
100 100 100 100 Yes
lw " 33 L i *e
lw E2 3 67 -k L4
[] 60 0 100 Ho
100 60 6? 100 No
0 60 0 100 No
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OPERATION AUTOMATED
OF THE HISTORY:
ORGANTZATION PROCESS: AUTOMATED Percentage
OF THE Specialized FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTERNATIVE
PROCESS : Staff Percentage  Action MANAGEMENT MONITORING ESTABLISHMENT COLLECTION
Percentage Involved of Routine and Claims HETHODS: HETHOOS ; METHODS : METHODS :
of Claims in Claims Claims Payaent Percentage Percentage Percentage of Alternative
Process Establishment Functions Histories of Managesent of Monitoring Establishaent Collections
Jurisdiction Centra)ized and Collections Automated Automated Methods Used Methods Used Nethods Used Methods Used
Texas 90 Yes 5 100 100 100 75 Yes
* Bexar
Delitt 40 Ref. S0 100 100 67 Ref, Ref .
* Harris
Saith S0 Yes 0 67 40 67 100 Yes
Tarrant 80 Yes 25 0 60 67 100 No
Utah 80 Yes 50 67 60 67 100 Yes
Region 28 80 e S0 67 bl 33 bad bl
Region 7A 80 hid K 0 i 3 hid bl
Versont 30 Yes 14 100 100 67 100 No
Hartford 30 bl 75 100 e 100 bl b
St. Albans 70 bl 25 100 b 67 b bl
Virginia 50 Yes [ 100 80 67 50 No
Charlotte 10 Yes 0 80 33 50 Yes
Hampton IC 20 Yes 25 40 67 25 No
Morfolk IC 0 Yes 0 60 67 50 Yes
* Portsmouth
Pulaski 20 Yes 0 0 60 3 100 No
Virgin Islands® 100 Yes 100 0 40 67 100 No
Washington 10 No 75 100 80 67 100 Yes
Benton 60 No 0 0 60 67 S0 No
King-Rainier 60 No 50 0 60 67 100 No
Pierce 80 No 0 0 80 67 75 No
Spokane 60 No 0 0 60 DK 50 No
Vancouver 60 Mo 0 /] 60 67 15 No
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OPERAT 10M ASTOMATED
OF THE HISTORY:
ORGANEZAT 108 PROCESS: AUTOMATED Percentage
OF THE Specialized FUNCTIONS: of Case
PROCESS : Staff Percentage  Action MANAGEMENT NONITORING ESTABLISHMENT
Percentage Involved of Routine and Claims METHODS : METHODS : METHODS :
of Claims in Claims Claims Payment Percentage Percentage Percentage of
Process Establishment Functions Historfies of Manageaent of Monitoring Establishment
Jurisdiction Central ized and Collections Mutomated Automated Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used
West Virginfa 100 Yes ] 3 60 67 100
Beckley 100 bl 25 0 hod 67 b
Charleston 100 b 25 0 e 100 **
Wisconsin 0 o 100 0 20 67 25
Baytield 0 o 75 100 60 3 100
Douglas L] o 0 0 80 67 25
Milwaukee 0 Yes 100 100 80 67 50
Rock 0 Yes 50 0 80 67 50
Sauk 0 o 2% 100 100 67 25
Wyoming 50 Yes 25 100 100 67 15
Carbon 80 o e 0 80 67 15
Craok 80 No 0 0 60 67 100
Freemont 80 Yes 0 0 40 67 100
Natroea 60 Yes 0 0 40 kX) 100
Park 0 o 0 0 80 67 mb

ALTERMATIVE
COLLECTION

NETHOOS :

Alternative
Collect {ons
Methods Used

Yes
"

(2]

No
No
[ 1]
[ 1]
Mo
No

Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
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TABLE B.1 (continued)

*State or local FSA refused interview,

**This question was not asked of local FSA respondents in states with predominantly state-operated claims systeas.
M The questfon is not applicable to this local FSP system.

0K The information was not available at the time of the interview.

Ref. Respondent refused to answer question.

2The District of Colusbia, Guam and the Virgin Islands were not included in the local FSA survey because most claims collection activities are
centralized in the state-level FSA,

”State-level respons {bility.

SFraud s so seldom suspected, it has never been established in this local FSA,
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THE SURVEY SAMPLE DESIGN

In this section, we first discuss how the precision needs
for estimates at the national level could be met by a
simple random sample, and then discuss how the additional
objectives of describing state functions are better met by
a stratified random sample.

National Level. At che national level, the primary
objective of the survey is to provide estimates of the
proportion of the caseload administered by local FSAs which
follow a particular approach in claims collection. In
obtaining these estimates, it will be important to ensure
that the sample size is large enough to provide estimates
which are accurate to within 10 percent of the true
population percentage. This condition is met by simple
random samples of at least 100 observations.l/ We will
later argue that the proposed sample under less
conservative assumptions provides estimates with a 95
percent confidence interval of + 6 percent for national-
level estimates.,

Y/ 1The requirement that the estimated percentage be within
10 percent of the true populatién ¢orresponds to the
requirement that the standard errof of the estimated
percentage not exceed 5 percent when the true percentage is
50. The standard error of the estimated percentage (p)
will be

5p = |/pcr-pce-n)

if the finite population correction factor (fpc) is
negligible, The fpc will be negligible whenever the
population 1s very large relative to the sample so that the
sampling fraction does not exceed -about 5 percent. Since
the sampling fraction for a sasple of 100 is 100/2900 or
3.4 percent, the fpc can be ignoreé 4in calculating the
standard error of :he estinated percentage. As a result,

sp = y.sou-.somieo-n -Voozs - .05,

Note that~ther¢:anda;dve::¢r §i$r%€8ig¥!atest value when

the populaction i —equally. divide
and, therefors, :kekgraefgercencage is 50. The standard

error of the estimated percentage will be smaller when the
true percentage is greater or less than 50,
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States with Significant Local Variation. For states with
significant local variation, a difficulct tradeoff exists
between gaining relatively precise information on the
alternative approaches that are being used in claims
collections and the substantial burden and considerable
cost of a large-scale survey. The concern about the cost
and resources required for a larger sample are particularly
important in this case, where 53 states are involved and
the objectives are entirely descriptive. 1In recognition of
these factors, it was decided that large standard errors at
the individual state level are acceptable. Assuming that
the 2,900 project areas are equally distributed across the
states and that 5 sites will be selected from each of the
states with substantial local variation, the standard error
of the percentage estimates for a particular state will be
+24 at its maximum.2/

States with Little Local Variation. If little local
variation means that the approaches for claims collection
are uniform throughout the state, then we only need a
sample of only one local FSA per state in order to obtain
accurate state-level estimates. A sample of 2 FSAs per
state will help confirm that there is little variability,
will provide detailed information on how operations are
carried out in those 2 sites, and will yield potential
intensive assessment sites that have sufficient information
to classify them into a given typology. In addition, a

sample of 2 FSAs per state meets the sample precision
requirements for national-level estimates as outlined

earlier.

Zij the 2,900 project areas are equally distributed across
the states, then approximately 55 sites within each state
are potential sampling points for the survey. With a
sample of 5 sites selected in each state, the fpc should be
used. Thus, the standard error of the estimated percentage
will be

- - - (l-— .
p V(l £) pUop)

Assuming that the true population percentage is 50 (which
will yield the largest standard error), the standard error
of the estimated percentage will be

s, = VT.909) -_59(_1:1:& = ,238.
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If the true percentage is 10, the standard error of the
estimated percentage will drop to .l4.

Overall Sample Allocation, As indicated, almost 75 percent
of the sample will be allocated to the states classified as
having substantial local variation (assumed to be
approximately 53 percent of the states). Within each of
those states, a sample of 5 local FSAs is proposed; a
sample of 5 local FSAs is the smallest sample that achieves
an acceptable, although large, standard error for state-
level percentage estimates, A fixed sample size of 5 sites
in each of these states was chosen because, while the
number of project areas within the states varies
substantially, the standard error of the percentage
estimates 1s not very sensitive to that variation.3/ The
relatively small proportion of the survey sample allocated
to those states with little local variation is justified,
since state-level estimates are not needed for those
states, Hence, only the precision needs for national-level
estimates must be met to select the samples from those
states., Since those needs can minimally be met with a
simple random sample of 100 local FSAs, a stratified sample
of the same size for that set of states (as is implied by
the sample of 2 FSAs per state) will almost certainly meet
those needs. Under a less conservative approach, where the
variances of the estimates for those states with little
local variation are assumed to be no larger than the
variances of the estimates for the states with a sample
size of 5, the 95 percent confidence interval for national-
level estimates is + 6 percent.4/

Q/For example, if the number of project areas within a
particular state was 200 rather than 55, as we have
assumed, the maximum value of the standard error of the
percentage estimate would rise to .25,

4/1nis argues that the variance of a percentage estimate
for the sample of 190 is the same¢ as for a simple random
sample of 265 (5 sites x 53 states). The support for that
argument 1s that most practices in those states with little
variation are dictated by the state and, hence, will
exhibit little variation. The standard error for a simple
random sample of 265 will be

lﬂl-f)p El—l - l[swoe (,25/264) = .029.
=y
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CLAIMS SYSTEM
STATE CENSUS INSTRUMENT

MODULE 1: AGENCY ORGANIZATION

This interview is divided into ten sections which focus on such issues as the
organization and administration of the claims process, the methods used in
monitoring overissuances and claims, and the policies and procedures for identifying
overissuances, establishing claims and collecting payments on claims.

I would like to begin by asking you about the organizational structure of your
state's claims process. Can you give me a brief overview of the organization of the
claims process within your state?

NOTES:

In organizing this discussion of the claims process, we have identified six steps or
stages. In order to be sure that we are (both/all) talking about the same things, I
would like to briefly summarize those stages for you.

The fitst stage we have identified is the claim referral process. We view this as
including the detection of the overissuance and the formal steps by which the claims
process is initiated.

The second stage of the process we have identified is the claim investigation. This
stage would include the calculation of the total amount of the overissuance, the
determination of the nature of the error (i.e., administrative error, inadvertent
household error, or intentional program violation), and investigation into the
circumstances of the error.

The third stage of the process is claim establishment. Claim establishment for
nonfraud claims would include the decision to collect on the claim and the process
by which the client is informed of that decision. For fraud claims, claim
“establishment would fnclude the decision to use prosecution, administrative fraud
hearings, disqualification consent agreements, or a waiver of hearing to confirm the
allegation of fraud and the process used in setting up the framework for collecting
on the claim.

The fourth stage of the claims process is the collection of payments on the claim.

This would include setting up the claim for repayment, the use of demand letters,
and the procedures for tracking claim payments and recoupments.
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The fifth stage of the claims process is the follow-up activities used for
delinquent claims. This stage includes the identification of delinquent claims and
the use of alternative collection methods, such as wage garnishment or tax refund
intercepts.

The final stage of the claims process which we have identified is claim suspension
and termination. This stage includes the identification of claims which are
eligible for suspension and termination and the processes whereby those actions are
taken.

Are these stages clear to you and do they make sense as a framework for discussing
the claims process within your state?

EMPHASIZE THE NEED TO USE THE STAGES AS WE HAVE DEFINED THEM IN ORDER TO BE
CONSISTENT IN OUR DESCRIPTION OF STATE SYSTEMS.

NOTES:

STAGE 1: CLAIM REFERRAL

STAGE 2: CLAIM INVESTIGATIONS
STAGE 3: CLAIM ESTABLISHMENT
STAGE ;: COLLECTION OF PAYMENTS

STAGE 5: FOLLOW-UP FOR DELINQUENT CLAIMS

STAGE 6: CLAIM SUSPENSION/TERMINATION

Cs-2



1.00

day~to—day

eration of that function?
are the activities related to that stage carried out?

Table of Contents

For each of the stages of the claims process, where is responsiblity for the
That 1s, at what organizational level

(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL

THAT APPLY.) PROBE FOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FRAUD AND NONFRAUD.

NOTE: A REGIONAL OR DISTRICT OFFICE IS AN ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL BETWEEN THE
LOCAL AND STATE OFFICE.

be

Ce

d.

£f.

Claim referral?
FRALD
NONFRALD

Claim irvestigations?
FRAID
NONFRAID

Establishment of the claim?
FRALD
NONFRALD

Collection of claim
payments?

FRAID

NONFRALD

Follow-up activities on
delinquent claims?
FRAID
NONFRAID

Claim suspension and
termination?

FRAID

NONFRALD

REGIONAL
LOCAL ®R
FIELD OOUNIY DISIRICT STATE STATE OTHER
FFICE OFFICE OFFICE  FSA  AGENCY (SPECTFY)
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1

"For those components of the claims process which are operated on the local agency
level, we would still like as much information as you have available. 1In answer-
ing questions on arees in which there is variation in the system across the
state, we will want to know what 1s done for the majority of the state caseload

and how the approach varies for the remainder of the caseload.
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1.01 Is any part of the claims process for Food Stamps integrated with the
claims processes of other assistance programs, such as AFDC, Medicaid, or
GA?

NOTE: AN INTEGRATED SYSTEM IS ONE IN WHICH THE SAME STAFF UNIT HANDLES
CLAIMS FOR THE FSP AND THE OTHER PROGRAM(S).

YES............'.......l.l'.........'0...1

NO..-...-..(GO TO MODULE 2)...00-.-..-0-.0

1.02 Which other programs are integrated with Food Stamps claims at the stage
of: (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

OTHER

AFDC  MEDICAID GA ( SPECIFY)

a. Claim referrals? 1 1 1 ||

b. Claim investigations? 1 1 1 ]

c. Establishment of claims? 1 1 1 |__J__J
d. Collection of claim

payments?
RECOUPMENT 1* 1 1 |-
OTHER METHODS 1 1 1 1

e. Follow-up activities on
delinquent claims? 1 1 1

f. Claim suspension and
termination? 1 1 1 L

*IF FSP AND AFDC RECOUPMENT ARE INTEGRATED, ASK--How is recoupment for
Food Stamps and AFDC linked? (PROBE: IS RECOUPMENT HANDLED BY THE SAME UNIT,
THE SAME STAFF, AND/OR THE SAME AUTOMATED SYSTEM?)

NOTES:
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MODULE 2: ADMINISTRATION CONTROL

There are a variety of ways that an agency can manage the claims process. We are
interested in the management methods used in your state. In answering these
questions, the focus should be on the most common approach used within your
state.

2.00 Does your agency produce routine summary reports (other than the FNS-209)
which assess how well the claims system is working?

YES.......O..........".....I'...........l

N0¢0000000o.-(G0 To 2'02)...‘.'...‘..0...0
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Do those summary reports include reports on activities at the various

stages of the claims process?

concerning:

(IF YES, ASK) How frequently are those reports prepared?

report? (MULTIPLE ANSWERS ARE POSSIBLE FOR "WHO RECEIVES?".)

a.

Ce

f.

Claim referrals?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Claim investigations?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Establishment of claims?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Collection of claim payments?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Follow-up activities on
delinquent claims?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Claim suspensions and
terminations?

FRAUD

NONFRAUD

CODES FOR FREQUENCY

1. LESS THAN MONTHLY
2. MONTHLY

3. QUARTERLY

4. SEMI-ANNUALLY

5. ANNUALLY

6. IRREGULAR

7. OTHER

(SPECIFY)

REPORTS?
NO FREQUENCY? WHO RECEIVES?

YES

That is, are there summary reports

Who receives the

Cs-6
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CODES FOR WHO RECEIVES

OFFICE (NON-CLAIM UNIT):

3. LOCAL
4. DISTRICT
5. STATE

CLAIM UNIT:
6. LOCAL

7. DISTRICT
8. STATE

FRAUD UNIT:
9. LOCAL
10. DISTRICT
11. STATE

16. OTHER

(SPECIFY)
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2.02 Are the relevant workers provided with training specifically related to
the claims process?

YES........Q..I..‘.....QO.....QQ.....I

No....(co To 2.05)....‘....l...‘.'...o

2.03 Does this training in the claims process include:

FRAUD NONFRAUD
YES NO YES NO
a. Training for new hires? 1 0 1 0
b. Scheduled refresher training for
existing staff? 1 0 1 0
ce Retraining as needed (for example,
following a rule change)? 1 0 1 o

2.04 Where is the emphasis placed in the training? (PROBE: 1Is it in detecting
overissuances, fraud investigations, or techniques for following-up
delinquent claims?) .

NOTES:

2,05 Are there written manuals available to the staff which provide detailed
information on the policies and procedures of the claims process?

YES..........................‘.O..l..l

No...'..".'................‘..l.‘...o

2.06 Do you have any time limits which control how long workers have to
complete the processing of cases?

YES..-------.--...cc.---.-.onno.--ol

NO.C‘.(GO To HODULE 3)‘....'..'......0
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2.07 Are there established time limits for:

(IF YES, ASK) What are those time 1limits?
able to process within those time 1limits?

ae

b.

Ce

Making claim referrals?

FRAUD

NONFRAUD

Completing

claim

investigations?

FRAUD

NONFRAUD

Establishing the

claims?
FRAUD

NONFRAUD

Completing

activities

delinquent
FRAUD

NONFRAUD

Suspending

FRAUD

NONFRAUD

follow-up
on
claims?

the claim?

TIME LIMITS?
NO

Table of Contents
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MODULE 3: CLAIMS MONITORING

Now I would like to talk with you about the processes and procedures that you
have for monitoring overissuances and claims. Again, the focus will be on the
most common approach if there is variation across the state.

3.00

3.01

3.02

3.03

Is any part of the claims process within your state automated?

YESO'..O.....O......000..0...0...00.‘1

No.‘....l....(co TO 3.09)..00.0......0
Does the automated part of your claims process cover the entire state?
YESOQ'.C.Q.O.(GO TO 3003).-.......;0.1
No..‘....!...‘."...l......‘..l.-.l..o
What part of the state is covered by the automated component of the claims
process?

PERCENT OF CASELOAD..cecesceses| | |

PERCENT OF LOCAL OFFICES.ceeses|__|

NOTES:

Is the certification system in (your state/ that part of the state with an
automated claims process) also automated?

YES......‘.l‘....'.............QI..'.I

NO...'.'.'.!.(GO TO 3.05).0..00.0.0..0
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3.04 Is the automated claims process integrated with the automated
certification system?

NOTE: AN INTEGRATED SYSTEM IS ONE IN WHICH THE SAME DATA BASE IS USED FOR
BOTH THE CLAIMS AND CERTIFICATION PROCESSES.

YES....................................l'...l.'..l.'l

No................l............l............‘...l...o

3.05 Does your automated system calculate the amount of the overissuance?

FRAUD NONFRAUD

YES.......'..l....C.....................1 l

NOseeo(GO TO 3.07 IF "NO" FOR BOTH)eeses0 0

3.06 How far back does the automated system permit the overissuance to be
calculated?

B

MONTHS..........l..'....'..................l

3.07 Are the calculations and deductions for recohpment automated? Does the
system generate demand letters?

NOTE: WE ARE NOT CONCERNED WITH WHICH AUTOMATED SYSTEM DOES THESE
FUNCTIONS. (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

YES N0
RECOUPMENT:
FRAUD'...............l..'........l.......1 0
NONFRAUD.....I...................'.......1 o
DEMAND LETTERS:
FRAUD.........“...l........‘..'.‘.......l 0
NONFRAUD..'l........‘..........l‘...'....l 0
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3.09

Table of Contents

Do you maintain an automated history for the:

FRAUD
YES NO

a. Dates of actions taken on overissuances

and claims?

DATES OF ALL ACTIONS 1 0
DATE OF LATEST ACTION 1 0
OTHER 1 0
(SPECIFY) |
b. Dates of claim payments through recoupment? 1 0
Ce D;fes of other types of claim payments? 1 0
d. Date of claim suspension? 1 0

NONFRAUD

YES NO
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0

Do you have an established process (either manual or sutomated) for

tracking individual overissuances and claims?

YES.0.0_...ICQO...O....O.Q'..00'.1

NO.Q..(GO TO 3011)-.-...00......0
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3.11

Table of Contents

Does your process for monitoring claims include the tracking of:

(IF YES, ASK) Is the tracking automated?

b.

Ce

(-

£f.

h.

Computer match hits?

Other apparent overissuances?

Claim referrals?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Claim investigations?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Established claims?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Claim payments?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Suspended claims?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Individuals disqualified
because of fraud claims?

TRACKING?
YES NO
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0

AUTOMATED?
YES NO
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0

Do you flag the files of households with overissuances or claims which
require actions by the agency? That is, is there a system for signaling

workers that a household case needs further attention?

Cs-12
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3.12 For which types of cases do you have flags?

(FOR EACH TYPE, ASK) Are the flags automated? Who 1is alerted by the
flags? (MULTIPLE ANSWERS ARE POSSIBLE.) Are the flags permanently
attached to the case; that is, are they carried on the records of
households that are no longer participating in the program so that the
flags are visible to staff if the household reapplies?

FLAS?  AUTOMATED? PERMANENT?
¥ES YES WO'S AURTH?  YES _NO
I
I
I
O
L
_J

CQODES FOR WHD'S ALERTED

8

FRAID REFERRALS

NONFRAUD REFERRALS

CASES WITH ACTIVE GLAIM BALANCES
CASES WITH DELINQUENT CQLAIMS
CASES WITH SUSPENDED CLAIMS

P s e et et e
OOOOOQE

el I R

— 0 O O O O O
bt Bt s e e e
O O O O O O

(SPECTFY)

OFFICE (NON-CLAIM UNIT):
3+ LOCAL

4. DISTRICT

5. SIATE

QLAIM UNIT:
6. LOCAL
7. DISTRICT
8. STATE

FRAUD UNTIT:
9. LOCAL
10. DISTRICT
11. STATE
16. OMMER

. (SPECTFY)

3.13 How do you identify spplicant households which include members who have
been diaqualified from the program because of a fraud claim?

NOTES:

3.14 Do you produce routine reports on the status of individual cases with
overissuances aaé;eiaina? : o

YESOO'...;....OXIOll'l.’.l.l...‘.l....l

NO..'.(GO To 3'16)...................0
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3.16

Table of Contents

Do these reports include status reports on individual cases with:

(IF YES, ASK) 1Is the preparation of these reports automated? Who receives
these reports? (MULTIPLE RESPONSES ARE POSSIBLE FOR "WHO RECEIVES?".)

REPORTS? AUTOMATED?

YES NO YES NO WHO RECEIVES?
a. Claim referrals?
FRAUD 1 0 1 0 T I T
NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0 O
b. Established claims? .
FRAUD 1 0 1 0 S L O
NONFRAUD 1 o 1 0 R
¢+ Delinquent claims?
FRAUD 1 0 1 0 I
NONFRAUD 1 0 1 o I T

CODES FOR WHO RECEIVES

OFFICE (NON-CLAIM UNIT):

. 3. LOCAL

4. DISTRICT
5. STATE

CLAIM UNIT:
6. LOCAL
7. DISTRICT
8. STATE

FRAUD UNIT:
9. LOCAL
10. DISTRICT
11. STATE

16. OTHER
(SPECIFY)
Do you have an established process for aging overissuances and claims,
that is, a process for sorting and reporting on overissuances and claims
by their ages?

YES...‘........I....‘.I...‘.......I.'.'..l

NO..........‘(GO To MODULE 4).‘...0...‘..0
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NOTE:

Table of Contents

Does your process for aging overissuances and claims involve keeping track
of the ages of:

(IF YES, ASK) What is thé;stérting event? Is the aging automated?

NOTE:

AGING.

8.

b.

Ce

d.

Apparent overissuances?

Claim referrals?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Claim investigations?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Delinquent claims?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Suspended claims?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

AGING?

YES:  NO
1 o
1 o0
1 0
1 o0
1 0
1 o
1.0
1 0
1 o

THE "STARTING EVENT" IS THE EVENT VHICH IS USED AS THE BASIS FOR

STARTING AUTOMATED?
“EVENT? YES NO
1 1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 (4]
1 (4]
1 0
1 0

CODES FOR EVENT

1. DETECTION
2. REFERRAL
3. ESTABLISHMENT
4. PFAILURE TO PAY

.~-- 5o SUSPENSION

6. OTHER

IF THERE ARE ANY "OTHER" STARTING EVENTS DESCRIBE BELOW, INCLUDING
LETTER (a-e) INDICATING ITEM TRACKED.
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Now I would like to talk about the first stage of the claims process--claim

referral.

4.00

As before, if variation in the approach used occurs across the
state, please tell me about the most common approach.

Which of the following methods are successfully ugsed in the

identification of overissuances:

(READ LIST OF METHODS. ONLY OBTAIN RANKING FOR METHODS THE STATE
USES.) How would you rank the detection methods used in order of

their importance? (By importance, I mean responsible for

identifying the most overissuances.)

(CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

a. QC reviews?
b. Recertification review?

¢« Computer matching of wages?

d. Computer matching of unearned income?

e. Computer matching of resources?

f. Duplicate participation checks?

g. Special investigation units?

h. Internal audits?
i. Error prone profile?

j+ Hotline, "whistleblowing”
or informal complaints?

k. Information from other
agencies?

1. Conflicting information
from the recipient? .

m. Other?

(SPECIFY)
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MODULE S5: CLAIM INVESTIGATIONS

Moving on to the stage of claim investigations, I would like to ask you about the
processes for the calculation of the overissuance amount, the determination of
the nature of the error, and any investigations into the circumstances of the
error. Would you briefly describe the process for investigating fraud and
nonfraud claims used in your state?

NOTES:

5.00 Who is generally responsible for the decision to refer an overissuance
case for fraud investigation? (CIRCLE ONE.)

ELIGIBILITY QORKERQooooloo:al;ilﬁtl;Clc...ooo-oooooncot"ocl
EW SUPERVISORC.IOO..'tOVOO:..i......l.0..00.........'00.2
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAIIQOOOC!‘.ll.I..C.O.....l...l.'t....b

- DISTRICT...............l.................'..........7
» STATE...’....I..QC....I!.'.'..............Q.I'...'O.B

m[m lmIT: LOCAL..."..".............O...’.ll.....lg
DISTRICT....C.I.....'..............'C.........l....lo
STATE...I..I.C..'....O"............‘...'0...0....‘11

OTHER.Q...‘....'.........‘..'l'..."Q........O..l..l6

(SPECIFY) ‘ 1

5.01 At what stage in the claims process is that decision typically made?

IN CONJUNCTION WITH CLAIM REFERRALesssccscssccsccceel
AS PART OF INVESTIGATION FOLLOWING REFERRALccecccceco2

om'.....'.rl..‘.......‘....'......................3

(SPECIFY) L

5.02 What percent of overissuances are referred for fraud investigations?

PERCENT....'.‘.....l.....'..............‘....Il—.'_'
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5.07 Is the overissuance amount calculated for every case in which there 1s an
overissuance or do you dismiss some cases before doing the work-up?

FRAUD NONFRAUD

ALWAYS CALCULATED..(GO TO 5.09 IF "1" FOR BOTH)eccceoccesl 1
NOT AIJWAYS CAI‘CUIAATE....Q.'.'...................Q...‘...0 0

5.08 When is the overissuance amount not calculated? PROBE FOR DIFFERENCES BY
FRAUD AND NONFRAUD CASES AND BY ACTIVE AND INACTIVE CASES.

NOTES:

5.09 How far back do you go in calculating the amount of the overissuance?
(CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

vaE mms.....Q...O...'........"..‘..I'II!I
FULL AMOUNT WITHIN SIX YEAR LIMIT.ccsssssscccse2

DmER........'...'.....'....‘....'........‘....3

W N -

(SPECIFY) S I |||

5.10

household versus their reported circuﬁstancesz - That
investigation include searching for other possible,cou
fraud in addition to that which has been discovered?

#8 of error and/or

FRAUD NONFRAUD

YES...C...'l"....l."O0.00'....Q-t'...0.....!90“.“....1 1
No........‘..Q.....".....I.......'....!.....’.‘.......'..Io 0

NOTES:
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5.11 Focusing on nonfraud cases, what steps or methods are typically used in
conducting an investigation of a nonfraud case?

(FOR EACH METHOD USED, ASK:) 1Is/are (METHOD) always used? (IF NOT ALWAYS
USED, ASK:) How often is/are (METHOD) used? What (does its/do their) use
depend upon?

USED? ALWAYS?  PERCENT
YES NO YES NO  OF CASES
NOTES

CASE FILE REVIEW 1 0 1 0 |
IN-OFFICE INTERVIEW 1 o 1 0 1
HOME VISIT 1 o 1 0 Il
THIRD-PARTY CONTACTS 1 0 1 0 1
OTHER 1 o 1 o |

(SPECIFY) ]

5.12 Are there established policies or procedures for determining which of the
claims referred for nonfraud errors will be most actively pursued
(INVESTIGATED) prior to claim establishment? This would include any
policies for prioritizing cases when there is a backlog of claim referrals
40 be processed?

YES...................‘.'.........'..'.I‘.........'.Q.C..l

No.l.....’..’........(co TO 5.17).......................lo

5.13 1In setting up these priorities for nonfraud cases, what characteristics of
a case would increase the likelihood of that case being pursued
(INVESTIGATED) prior to claim establishment? (CIRCLE "1 OR “0" FOR ALL
ITEMS.) PROBE FOR ANY DISTINCTION BETWEEN PA AND NPA HOUSEHOLDS.

YES NO

AGE OF CLIENT...............................l......l
PA HOUSEHOLD.‘........‘.........l..."...........'.l
HOUSEHOLD ERROR........................l..;'.......l
RECENT ERRORI...O........'.‘.....l.......l.l..'....l
ACTIVE CASE.........‘............l.................l
LARGER DOLLAR AMOUNT:csessescsscsvsoonsonnssssesssnsel

omER...I.......I.................................'l

o000 O0O0O I

(SPECIFY)
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5.14 What are the reasons behind these policies?

NOTES:

5.15 How is the prioritizing of cases done? PROBE, IF NEEDED--Is there a very
structured scoring of cases based on the dimensions you listed or is it a
more informal process intended to provide only general guidelines?

RIGOROUS SCORINGQ.............C.......‘...........'.l
GENERAIJ GUIDELINES.......'..(GO To 5.17).......0....2
omER.Q‘....................(GO To 5.17)........‘0..3

(SPECIFY) ' |

NOTES:

-

5.16 Is this scoring of cases automated?.

YES.'..'."CC‘...V...'~.:.'...'.O.......l...Q."......Ol

NO......'.......................’....."..I.'C......o

5.17 At the conclusion of the investigation of nonfraud referrals, who general-
1y makes the decision that a claim should be established? (CIRCLE "1" FOR
ALL THAT APPLY.) -

ELIGIBILI'IY woRmR....‘......I‘O....................l
Ew SUPERVISOR..‘......‘...I.........‘.l.............l
CLAIMS UNII: Lmu"."....................l.....'l..l
DISTRICTeescensscccscncecssssssscasenssnl

‘ e STATE..ca..-coooooocu.ooo..o..“..‘ltoul
FRAUD ERIT: LOCALesesccsccosccoscssesnssssssnssvsecssnssl
DISTRICToesccocescrsscssoscsncssssssncesl
STATE..I;.'....ll'......'...‘...‘....O..l

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTORccccccscscocsvcsssosscsccsl

OTHER..."‘.......‘C"'....'..'...‘..Q.....-"I..."l

(SPECIFY) 1
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Now let's talk about cases of suspected fraud.

What steps or methods are typically used in conducting an investigation of
a case of suspected fraud?

(FOR EACH METHOD USED, ASK:) 1s/are (METHOD) always used? (IF NOT ALWAYS
USED, ASK:) How often is/are (METHOD) used? What (does its/do their) use
depend upon?

USED? ALWAYS?  PERCENT

YES  NO YES NO  OF CASES
CASE FILE REVIEW 1. 0 1 o 1
IN-OFFICE INTERVIEW 1 0 1 0 I
HOME VISIT 1 o 1 0 |
THIRD-PARTY CONTACTS 1 0 1 0 I
INTERVIEW WITNESSES 1 o 1 o0 T
FORENSIC INVESTIGATION 1 0 1 0 T
OTHER 1 0 1 0 ]|

(SPECIFY)

Are there established policies or procedures for determining which of the
claims referred for suspected fraud will be most actively pursued
(INVESTIGATED) prior to claim establishment? This would include any
policies for prioritizing cases when there is a backlog of claim referrals
to be processed?

YES.......I..l.....C'..‘.'......'..'l

No....(Go To 5‘24)...'.‘...0.......‘0
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5.21

5.22

5.23

Table of Contents

In setting up these priorities for suspected fraud cases, what
characteristics of & case would increase the likelihood of that case being
pursued (INVESTIGATED) as suspected fraud prior to claim establishment?

(CIRCLE "1 OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.) PROBE WHETHER ANY EMPHASIS ON PA OVER
NPA HOUSEHOLDS.

YES

Iz
o

AGE OF CLIENTeessscsccccscaccasaal
PA “OUSEHOLD.‘........'..“..l..'l
MORE RECENT ERROR..‘....‘........I
PARTICIPANT HOUSEHOLD:sesseccecasal
LARGER DOLLAR AMOUNT:caesvsasscecel
QUALITY OF EVIDENCE«occesncscasnsl
- REPEAT OFFENDER.....’..........‘.1
mcm VIOLATION..I.....'....‘.I

omERI.......I'...........l......l

OO OO0 OO0OO0O

( SPECIFY) | | |

What are the reasons behind these policles?

NOTES:

How is the prioritizing of cases done? PROBE, IF NEEDED--Is there a very
structured scoring of cases based on the dimepsions you listed or is it a
more informal process intended to proviég:ggig'general guidelines?

RIGOROUS SCORINGesceccoccoscessesnasal
GENERAL GUIDELINESce«¢{GO TO 5¢24)00e2
oTlmR.....'...‘.‘.....(m TO 5.24)...3

(SPECIFY) : (.

NOTES:

Is this scoring of cases automated?

YES.......Q..l'...-.......'........'.1

No............‘..'...................0
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5.24 Who is generally responsible for the decision to pursue a case of
suspected fraud as a fraud claim? That is, who determines that a
particular case merits the extra effort required to confirm the fraud
allegation?

(CIRCLE ONE.)

ELIGIBILITY WORKEReceoosssssvessccocel

Ew SUPERVISOR..‘.......l.........'...z

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALescevcescccncocssseb

DISTRICT............l...7

STATE......'.......I...la

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAI‘............'...Q..Q

DISTRICT...‘...........IO

« STATEI.........'....'.Ill
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTORccceesoeseeal?
OTHERQ....l.........................16

(SPECIFY)

5.25 What factors enter into that decision? (CIRCLE "1™ OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)
YES NO
AVAILABLE STAFF TIME........‘....l 0
STRENGTH OF EVIDENCE...'......Q..I 0
OTHER‘.O..I.............C'......ll 0

(SPECIFY) |

5.26 How is a fraud referral handled after it has been decided not to pursue
that case as a fraud claim?

PROCESSED AS NONFRAUD CLAIM:escsccesel

OTHEROOOOO..-...‘-....0........0.'0002

(SPECIFY) |

Cs-24
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The next stage of the claims process to be discussed is claim establishment.
Would you give me a brief overview of the processes for establishing a claim?

NOTES:

6.00 For cases of suspected fraud, how would you rank the following claim

establishment methods in order of their frequency of use?

b.

Ce

d.

Fraud prosecution

Administrative fraud
hearing

Disqualification
consent agreement

Waiver of hearing

YES NO
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0

6.01 How are decisions made asbout which of these methods will be ugsed to
establish a fraud claim?

NOTES:
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6.02 What are the important factors (characteristics of the cases and
characteristics of the system) in the decision? PROBE FOR ROLE OF
PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE IN THE DECISION AND NATURE OF ANY AGREEMENT WITH THE

PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE.

NOTES:

6.03 Which cases are referred for prosecution and why? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR

ALL ITEMS.)
YES MO
mGER mLm MOUNT.............I 0
REPEAT OFFENDER..'...............l o
mGRANT VIOI‘ATION....-..........I 0
omER".......................'..1 0
(SPECIFY) |1
NOTES :

6.04 Prior to the establishment of the fraud claim, how are the overissuances
due to suspected fraud handled?

NO ACTION TAKENesoeoososscsccscescossl
OVERISSUANCE IN 12 MONTHS

PRIOR TO DISCOVERY

PROCESSED AS NONFRAUDescessococossel

omER.........................‘.l....3

(SPECIFY)
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6.05

6.06

6.07

Table of Contents

Earlier we talked about the decision to establish a claim for a nonfraud
referral and the decision to pursue a case of suspected fraud as a fraud
claim. 1Is there a process whereby management or staff at a higher level
review these decisions?

NONFRAUD FRAUD

YES.l...l'.'....'..0..0........‘....I.'..I.....I'....."..O..l 1
NO.+e+(GO TO 6.08 IF NO ("0") FOR BOTH NONFRAUD AND FRAUD)...0 0

Are all decisions reviewed, or only a random sample of the decisions, or
is some other method used for selecting which decisions to review?
(CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

. NONFRAUD FRAUD
ALL ACTIONS..'.."............'.......1 l
RANDOM SMLE........'..‘..I......I.CQZ 2
OTHER.I..........'....................3 3
(SPECIFY) 1 |

Who is responsible for reviewing the decisions? (CIRCLE "1 FOR ALL THAT
APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY womROOCQQQO-QQQQOI...‘...O..l
Ew SUPERVISOR........'...'I'.............‘l
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL........................l
DISTRICT'..'.0...............1
STATE..I-..OOOIOQOI......C...l

FRAUD UNIT: Lmul.00.0...0.......0..0'0...l
DISTRICT..Q............0.0....1
STATE.0...0..0......0........01

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR:covecsscasssaasl

OTHER........I..ll...'........‘...........1

Pud st fuut pued b Jund b furd b ek

—
—

(SPECIFY) 1 |
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6.08 For nonfraud claims, who is responsible for notifying the household of the
claim (i.e., mailing the demand letter or arranging for the demand letter
to be mailed)? And for fraud claims, who is responsible for notifying the
household of the claim? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

FRAUD FRAUD
NONFRAUD ( COURT) (OTHER)

ELIGIBILITY womkl...........'.....l l 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LmAL........'....'....6 6 6
DISTRICTC..'.....C‘....7 7 7
STATE.".I‘............B 8 8
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL.'................Q 9 9

DISTRICT.....I........IO lo 10

- STATE.....I.....-'....II 11 11
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTORcecoceassl2 12 12
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATEcceccsesceseell 13 13
AUTOMATED SYSTEM..................Ils 15 15
OmER.l........I........l.'........16 16 16

(SPECIFY) 1 U O T W
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MODULE 7: COLLECTION OF PAYMENTS

I would now like to talk with you about the policies and procedures for recover-
ing the claim once collection actions have been initiated. This stage of the
claims process—-claim collections-——includes setting up the claim for repayment,
the use of demand letters, and the use of recoupment. Would you briefly describe
the way your state's collection process works?

NOTES:

7.00 Who is generally responsible for nnking arrangements with the household on
the payment of the claim? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

FRAUD FRAUD

NONFRAUD (COURT) (OTHER)
ELIGIBILITY WORKERescesvsaccccosscesl 1 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALc.ccescccocssccanssh . 6 6
DISTRICTeesscssccccccas? 7 7
STATEceocovsscssscssssee8 8 8
FRAUD UNIT: LOCALccccessassscconcesd 9 9
DISTRICTeaosscssescesell 10 10
STATE+secccosasscessecssll 11 11
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTORecsccocossl2 12 12
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE.eecsocesccssel3 13 13
PROBATION OFFICEcicecveosceoscessncslé 14 14
OTHERccecsovococssvsssasacevuaroesalbd 16 16

( SPECIFY) 1 ] L
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7.01 Who has responsibility for identifying households which faill to respond to
the initial demand letter? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER¢ssoeeosssssscrocal 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL..."‘....‘.."...6 6
DISTRICT......'........7 7
STATE«eseesecssssosavsseB 8
FRAUD UNIT: LOCALcsveooevossccccenes?d 9

DISTRICT‘..‘...‘...'..IO 10
STATE......’..........II 11
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOResceceesel2 12
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATEceveecescssasll 13
PROBATION OFFICE..‘........“......la 14
OTHERccososesocsssesevsesnsancnccosslb 16

(SPECIFY) (- |

7.02 What are the policies and procedures for handling cases where the
household does not respond to the initfal demand letter? PROBE FOR
DIFFERENCES IN HANDLING OF IHE, IPV AND AE CLAIMS.

NOTES:

7.03 How frequently are follow-up demand letters mailed to households once the
claim is established? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

NONFRAUD NONFRAUD

FRAUD (IHE) (AE)
MONTHLYOOQQ.........l...’.'.l...l 1 l
NO FIXED SCHEDULE.......C.OOOOQOZ 2 2
OTHER‘.C..!..........l.'..l.ll..3 3 3

(SPECIFY) | |

Cs-30



Table of Contents

7.04 Is there some standard for how many letters are masiled if the household
does not respond?

NONFRAUD NONFRAUD

FRAUD (1HE) (AE)
YESQ.'.l...-.'.0.0..O..Q..Qt.il‘ 1 1

No....(co To 7.06)....'.....'.0 0 0

7.05 How many letters are mailed?

NONFRAUD NONFRAUD
FRAUD (1IHE) (AE)

. LETTERSesessecessssnccocsns]|

I |1 |l

NOTES:

7.06 JUnder what circumstances is the household’s food stamp allotment reduced
through recoupment? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NOT mlm‘“;m'..........'l.‘....l
AGENCY ERROR IF CLIENT CONSENTSe.c¢ec..l
HOUSEHOLD “Eﬁo?.............I.‘......l
mUD.‘...‘-‘.‘...‘........'.........1

OTHER.............-u....ii‘..........l

(SPECIFY) _ |

Cs-31



Table of Contents

MODULE 8: PFOLLOW-UP FOR DELINQUENT CLAIMS

I would now like to talk with you about the follow-up activities used by your
state for delinquent claims.

8.00

8.0l

What methods (other than demand letters) are used to notify households of
delinquent claims? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD NONFRAUD
FRAUD (IHE) (AE)
NONE..l..I.....QD............I..l..ll 1 1
MONTHLY BILLING (SEPARATE
FROM DEMAND LETTER)............-..I 1 1
PHONE,CALLS.......oo-oo.-ooo-oonoo.ol 1 1
OTHER..............-..........-.-.-.l 1 l

( SPECIFY) Y P I T |

Which of the following alternative collection methods are used? How would
you rank the alternative collection methods used in order of their
frequency of use? Can you tell me the approximate number of cases for
which each collection method was used in FY 19852

. USED? IF YES, ASK--

YES NO RANKING NUMBER
a. Tax refund intercept 1 0 I__|_| |_|_|__|. |___|_|_|
b. Wage garnishment 1 0 || T P I T |
ce Property liens 1 0 I_I_I |_|_|__|, |__‘_1_|
d. Small claims court 1 0 1 |__| I_I’ L_'_l_l
e. Private collection agency 1 0 |_|_| l_‘_‘__" I_l__l_.l
f. Credit bureau 1 o© T N Y P I A
g. Other 1 0 _l_| N N T P O

(SPECIFY) |t

IF NO ALTERNATIVE METHODS USED, GO TO 8.08a.
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8.02 Who generally makes the decision to initiate alternative collection
actions against households which fail to make payments on their claims?
(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER0.0.Q..-.I..l.................‘..l
Ew SUPERVISOR.......’.D‘.......'..."..............1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALcevsssessvocscsscccsscessvesccosel
DISTRICT........................‘.....l
STATE"..............“........'......1
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAIJ..............‘...........C.......l
DISTRICT.....'.l...‘......"..........1
STATE............'.......-.........".l

FINANGIAIJ UNIT: STATE...'..'......'C.Q.............l

omER..................‘....."..........Q.‘Q......l

[V ol T

(SPECIFY) 1] |

8.03 Are there established policies or procedures for determining which cases
are pursued through the alternative collection methods?

YES““................'.....'...l...l

NO-...(GO TO 8-088)...ocooooo-.aoooooo

8.04 In determining which cases are to be pursued through alternative
-collection methods, what characteristics of a case increase the
probability of that case being selected? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL
ITEMS.)

YES NO
PA HOUsEﬂQLD...".....O.....'...l
FRAUD mIM.'....'...........'..1
OLDER mﬂgl.l...l....l.‘tf..‘..l
OLDER CLAIMQQQUCQCl..‘.‘.‘.!....l
LONG TERM DELINQUENCYescesccsesel
Ichm HOGSEHOLD.......Q'!..-C.I
IARGER DGLLAR Mom..."t.'....l

OmERI!UOQ‘Q........Il."'.’..'il

ODO0OO0OOCO0OO0O0O0O

(SPECIFY) ‘ ]

8.05 What are the reasons behind these policies?

NOTES:
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8.06 How is the selection of cases carried out? IF NEEDED, PROBE--Is it a very
structured scoring of cases based on the dimensions you have listed or is
it a more informal process intended to provide only general guidelines?

RIGOROUS SCORINGessoesccsscsasscsseasl
GENERAL GUIDELINES..(GO TO 8.08a).¢...2
OTHER.-.............(GO TO 8008&)..-.3

(SPECIFY) I

8.07 Is this sorting of cases automated?

YES......‘..‘.......I....C........l..l

No.......l...........................O

8.08a Who 1is responsible for monitoring the repayment of claims from households
when recoupment is used? That is, who is responsible for identifying

households with delinquent claim payments when recoupment is used as the
collection method? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY woRmR. PO S 00 OPRCOSEPILESENINONSPRODS .1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL.ccescsocvcsccscscenael
DIsTRIm..................1

STATE.........'...........l

- FRAUD UNIT: LOCALeccvcccccccososcnconesl
DISTRICTeesscsvessasoccocsl

STATE.....................1

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE..................I

omER......Q...........'..."..‘...'...1

[ Sy N N e

(SPECIFY) S O T
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8.08b Who 1s responsible (FOR MONITORING THE REPAYMENT OF CLAIMS) when lump sum
or installment methods are used? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER.cssesosncsscsssescssel 1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL¢esosscssocssooncescal 1
DISTRICTcescevocssssveccssl 1
STATEeeeessseccecsssancasel 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCALcccesvcvscescscacccesl 1
DISTRICTQ...IQQ.....I.O...l 1
STATEeeesesvssssassenssssal 1

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATEeecsevacsasescssnvel 1

. OTHERsseosceostsvvecessvossnccssssssssassl 1
(SPECIFY) - |

IF NO ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS USED, GO TO MODULE 9.

8.08c Who 1s responsible (FOR MONITORING THE REPAYMENT OF CLAIMS) when alterna-
tive collections methods are used? (CIRCLE "1™ FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER«osoooaesncsascasscenel

. CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALeccesncssscoccsscsacsl
DISTRICTeeecscncsonsssssnsl

STATEeeeesnsenascsscssssncal

FRAUD UNIT: LOCALecssoracsssessossssssl
DISTRICTeassvrsevesccscenel

STATEceccesssccssconsssseel

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE«cecescccovccscccel

omER........III...'..........l...".‘.l

Pt et P et et sk ot pt et

(SPECIFY) - . ||
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MODULE 9: SUSPENSION/TERMIRATION OF CLAIMS

Now, I would like to talk with you about how the agency reaches the decision that
it {s no longer worthwhile to pursue an outstanding claim.

9.00 Who is generally responsible for identifying claims which should be
considered for suspension? (CIRCLE 1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

FRAUD NONFRAUD

ELIGIEILI“ woRKER.....................l

CLAIMS UNIT: LoCAII.....................l
DISTRICT..................1
STATEeeesesoccescsvcsocnsseel

. FRAUD UNIT: LOCALccecccsvecsvocscsscnel
DISTRICT'l0.0..OQ.Q.....Q.l
STATEccoseocsscscancscssesl

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATEecesevocescocenscnssel

AUTOMATED SYSTEMecsscescscccasccsscscanel

OTHER.....I.................‘....'.....1

Pt b pt Bt fumt fumt ot pt s funt

(SPECIFY) (N P O T

9.01 Is there a review of delinquent claims to determine which ones should be
suspended?

YES..................................1

- N0.00Q(GO To 9.07)...'.‘..D.......l..o

9.02 Would you describe this review process?

NOTES:

9.03 1s this review of delinquent claims automated?

YES.......II..........CI.....I....“.I

No.ooocooo.ocoooooooooooo-oooooooc-500
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9.04 What percent of delinquent claims are reviewed and, of those claims
reviewed, what percent are suspendad?

PERCENT REVIEWED:seoosecososs|

PERCENT SUSPENDED:seeseseses|_ | | |

9,05 How effective 18 this review process in reducing the backlog of delinquent
claims?

NOTES:

9.06 Are there claims which qualify for suspension but are not suspended? (IF
YES, ASK) Why are they not suspended?

YES.......'.......‘.....Q.l..........l

.No.......OO.........O....‘.......-...0

-NOTES:
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9.07 Who is responsible for determining that a claim should be suspended?
(CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

9.08 What is the process by which claims are suspended?

FRAUD NONFRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKERcccectoessocosscssonssl
E“sUPERvISoR.....‘.........'..........2
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALcsccccsccssesccsssoed
DISTRICT.................7
STATE................‘...8

FRAUD UNIT: LOCALsccoosossocscoccscnsesd
DISTRICTeseoossoesasnssseell
STATE....................11

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATEc¢sescocecsoccesasll

OTHER....I....I..........'.‘...'......16

(SPECIFY) .

required in order to suspend a claim?

NOTES:

9.09 Do you have a procedure for reactivating suspended claims?

What documentation 1is

YES'........'........'......I.'......l

No..‘.(co To 9.11)..‘...............'0

9.10 Would you describe that procedure?

NOTES:
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9.11 Are there established policies or procedures for determining when
suspended claims should be terminated?

YES'........'....D........l...'......l

NEOOOOO(GO TO 9-13).-...-----...-...-.0_

9.12 Would you describe those policies and procedures? PROBE FOR REASONS
BEHIND THE POLICIES.

NOTES:

9.13 Who is responsible for determining that a suspended claim should be
terminated? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

FRAUD NONFRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER.esveoscscscccsccscssel 1
EW SUPERVISORececcocsccccscseasssscvonel 2
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALisccssccssvesasssnsshd 6
DISTRICTeeeveevesccsnssnsel 7

- STATEcssssesscoscscccncssed 8
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL:svevsvscsosccencsnesd 9
DISTRICTeccececsscesscssll 10
STATEesvveessesvesssnsacell 11

FINANCIAL UNIT%‘mﬁ;"rooooo-oo-n-oool3 13
AUTOMATED SYSTEMssssevoeccacscssccesseld 15
OTHER:ccoeoovovsrsscoscsnsssessescveneelb 16
(SPECIFY) 11l I

9.14 What are the criteria for terminating a suspended claim? (CIRCLE “1" OR
“0" FOR ALL ITEMS.) i

YES NO
CLAIM SUSPENDED FOR 3 YEARSeeeocoossscsccscsesl 0
OTBR............"C"..l..‘l....l.'..‘.'.".l 0

(SPECIFY) |
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9.17

9.18

Table of Contents

After claims have been suspended, do you ever keep them on the books for
more than three years?

YES.....'....Q........I..'..I‘........l....'.....‘.‘l

NO.'..(GO To 9.18)..'...0.'......‘......'.C...".O..O
For how long do you generally retain suspended claims on the books?
INDEFINITELYI...‘..'..‘.'........0..‘......'..'....99

YEARS........‘.........I...................I..I_'—‘

What are the reasons for carrying the claims longer than the required
three years?

NOTES:

Earlier we talked about the decision to suspend a claim and the decision
to terminate a claim. 1s there a process by which management or staff at
a higher level review those decisfons? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

¥ N
SUSPENDED:
FR-AUD.........C.............'..'.l...l...l 0
NONFRAUD.O..."..'..‘."'..............‘Cl O
TERMINATED:
FRAUD.Q.............‘....................1 0
NONFRAUD.‘.....C......'.......0..........1 O

IF ALL RESPONSES ARE "NO", GO TO MODULE 10.
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9.19 Are all decisions reviewed, or only a random sample of the decisions, or
is some other method used to select decisions to review?

ALL RANDOM
ACTIONS SAMPLE OTHER (SPECIFY)
SUSPENDED:
FRAUD 1 2 3 1
NONFRAUD 1 2 3 1|
TERMINATED:
. FRAUD 1 2 3 |
NONFRAUD 1 2 3 -

9.20 Who is responsible for reviewing those decisions? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH

COLUMN.)

SUSPENSIONS TERMINATIONS
FRAUD  NONFRAUD FRAUD  NONFRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKEReesseseasossl 1 1 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALcocsacocsacseh 6 6 6
- » DISTRICTsesnssese? 7 7 7
STATEcevesesvssns8 8 8 8
FRAUD UNIT: LOCALcssesssessce9 .9 9 9
DISTRICTsoeseessl0 10 10 10
STATEcoeosesscecasll 11 11 11
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR...12 12 12 12
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATEceeeesell 13- 13 13
PROBATION OFFICEccccscccsssseléd 14 14 14
OTHEResesacensvecnscssnssscnnselb 16 16 16
(SPECIFY) Il || |l |
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10.05 Of the total number of tlaims that were established in FY 1985, how many

10.06

were suspended FY 19857 What was the initial dollar value of these
suspended claims? How much is still unpaid?

SUSPENDED CLAIMSsseeessees| |||, || _1_{s 11|
INITIAL VALUE OF CLAIMS...|_ |||, | |+ |||
REMAINING BALANCE.esoessee| || |y 11|, |_I_1 |

What would be your professional estimate for the current year or for the
last few years of:

The percentage of identified overissuances which
result in claim referrals?

PERCENT....I....O..........ll...I—I-|_|

b. IF 10.02 AND 10.03 ANSWERED, GO TO_10.06c.
The percentage of claim referrals which
result in established claims?

PERCENT.Q.......‘...........l.‘..l—l_l—l

ce The percentage of claim referrals for suspected fraud
which result in established claims for fraud?

PERCENTecessesacsvseoscscaccases| |

d. IF 10.03 AND 10.04 ANSWERED, GO TO 10.06e.
The percentage of established claims for which
at least some collections are made?

PERCENT:seesscscesscacscersscces|_| | |

e. The percentage of established claims which
eventually become delinquent?
PERCENT. 450800008 .;. LR Bd .,’ ’_‘.,.‘ ’j_' .’f_’ ’—‘_—.I—I
f. The percentage of delinquent claims which 7 b
are suspended?

o PERCENT...'...;...............'.I
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10.07 Many states have backlogs of cases to be processed at each stage of the
claims system. To help us get an idea of the time required to process
cases through the system, would you tell me the approximate number of days
required to complete:

10.08

ase

b.

Ce

The claim referral from the
date the overissuance was
identified FROM |__ | | _|To|__| | | opavs

The establishment of a
nonfraud claim from the
date of referral FROM |__| | |10 |__|_|_| nDavs

The establishment of a
fraud claim from the
date of referral FROM || | | To |_|__}_| Dpavs

What do you see as the reasons for backlogs of overissuances and claims

which need to be processed? What has your state done to address this
problem?

NOTES:

10.09 Finally, I would like some general information about the characteristics
of your PA and NPA caseloads. What percentage of the active households in
your PA and NPA caseloads have active claims?

PERCENT OF PA CASELOAD:.cccescscsccsococscancos]

PERCENT OF NPA CASELOAD:vesccsscsccosscosneens| | |
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10.10 What percentage of the active households in your PA and NPA caseloads have

10.11

10.12

suspended claims?
PERCENT OF PA CASELOADeo.scecessesesocscasnans]

PERCENT OF NPA CASELOAD:.csscvcescsccccooscsss]

What percentage of the active households in your PA and NPA caseloads are
repaying claims through recoupment?

PERCENT OF PA CASELOM'.‘..‘I.'.........'....‘I_'_'

PERCENT OF NPA CASELOAD...sessocccscsssscssass]

I

Finally, I would like a little information on the AFDC caseload 1if you
have it. What percentage of AFDC cases are repaying AFDC claims through
recoupment?

PERCENT......0....I.........Q.....Q...........I—‘_l

CS-45



APPENDIX K

Table of Contents




CLAIMS SYSTEM
LOCAL OFFICE SURVEY INSTRUMENT

TYPE B

Table of Contents




Table of Contents

TYPE B

w# ||

CLAIMS SYSTEM
LOCAL OFFICE SURVEY INSTRUMENT

MODULE 1: AGENCY ORGANIZATION

Our understanding of the claims collection process within your state suggests that
there is both state and local involvement in that process. Our earlier discussions
with state Food Stamp staff provided a description of the claims activities which
occur at the state level, we would like to talk with you about the claims functioas
which are handled at the local level.

I would like to begin by asking you about the organizational structure of your
agency's claims process. Can you give me a brief overview of the organization of
the claims process within your agency? (TRY TO GET A CLEAR PICTURE OF
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE.)

NOTES:

1.00 Are there any specialized staff or specialized units involved -in the claims
process within your agency? By specilalized we mean devoted exclusively to
processing overissuances and/or claims,

YES.O........l.'....'......’.......'..I..l

NO'.......Q..(GO TO PAGE 5)..-.'.....‘...0
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1.01
titles of the staff and/or names
with? What are their functions?
nounfraud claims? Do they handle
Stamps?
how large is the specialized unit?
Unit/Staff #1 Unit/Staff #2
Name of
Unit/Staft l_l_l ]_]_]
Agency [N U P S N
Functions ____l__[__[ _____,_j__‘
SR T VA S N
S U U S B
SRR VN U S
SN U PN S A .
SR R S S M
SR G U S N
Hand | es: YES N0 YES MO
Fraud 1 0 ED _0
Nontraud 1 0 1 [}
Handles:
AFDC 1 0 1 .0
GA 1 0 1 0
Medicaid 1 0 1 0
Other 1 0 1 0
(SPECIFY) ______________1__1__1 ____________J__J__J
Number of
Staft (FTE) |_[__[_1_[ |_J_|_J__|

COOES FOR FUNCTIONS

DETECTION

REFERRALS

INVESTIGATIONS
CALCULATION

PROSECUTION

ADMIN, DISQUAL, HEARINGS
COLLECTIONS

8, SUSPENSION

9., FOLLOW=-UP ON DEL INQUENT CLAIMS
10, TERMINATION

11. MANAGEMENT

12, OTHER

{SPECIFY)

~N N AN -
.

CS-B-2

Could you tell me a little about those staff and/or units?
of the units?

Unit/Staft #3

_ ]
SR A
_
SR
S
S W
_ ]
_
S

S

-
N
o of&

1
1
1
1

o O O o

_
L
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What are the

What agency are they

Do they handle both (suspected) fraud and
claims for other programs besides Food
How many full-time staff of each special type do you have and/or
(FILL IN THE GRID BELOW.)

Unit/Staftt #4




Unit/Staff #5

Unlt/Statt #6

Nat“l:t:;SfaH |4 1 |_J.1
Agency _ 111 | 1]
Functions 1.1 ]
S I 4]
_d 1]
{11 ]
—_— A 1]
_ ] 1]
S U U S S— T
Handles: I__ES_ NO_ YES NO
Fraud 1 0 1 0
Nonfraud 1 0 LI
Handles:
AFDC 1 0 1 0
GA i 0 1 0
Medicald 1 0 Tt 0
Other 1 0 t 0
(SPECIFY) 1.1 |_J_]
R N I R W

CODES FOR FUNCTIONS

1. ODETECTION
2, REFERRALS
3. [INVESTIGATIONS
4, CALCULATION
5. PROSECUTION
6, ADMIN, DiSQUAL, HEARINGS
7. COLLECTIONS
8, SUSPENSION
9, FOLLOW=UP ON DEL INQUENT CLAIMS
10, TERMINATION
11, MANAGEMENT
12, OTHER
(SPECIFY)
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Unit/Statt #9

Nas:':;snn |1 1
Agency |__L_l
Functions [__l__l
S
_ A1
_ 1
_ 1]
_ 11
_ 1 i
Handles: YES NO_
Fraud 1 0
Nonfraud 1 0
Handles:
AFDC 1 0
GA 1 0
Medicald 1 0
Other 1 0
(SPECIFY) {11
Number of
Statt (FTE) (B

CODES FOR FUNCTIONS

DETECTION

REFERRALS

INVEST{GATIONS
CALCULATION

PROSECUT {ON

ADMIN, DISQUAL, HEARINGS
COLLECTIONS

SUSPENSION

FOLLOW=UP ON DEL INQUENT CLAIMS
« TERMINATION

o MANAGEMENT

« OTHER

(SPECIFY)
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¢ & o o o & o o
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In organizing this discussion of the claims process, we have identified six steps or
stages., In order to be sure that we are (both/all) talking about the same things, I
would like to briefly summarize those stages for you.

The first stage we have identified is the claim referral process. We view this as
including the detection of the overissuance and the formal steps by which the claims
process is initiated.

The second stage of the process we have identified is the claim investigation., This
stage would include the calculation of the total amount of the overissuance, the
determination of the nature of the error (i.e., administrative error, inadvertent
household error, or intentional program vioclation), and investigation into the
circumstances of the error.,

The third stage of the process is claim establishment. Claim establishment for
nonfraud claims would include the decision to collect on the claim and the process
by which the client is informed of that decision. For fraud claims, claim
establishment would include the decision to use prosecution, disqualification
consent agreements, administrative disqualification hearings, or a waiver of hearing
to confirm the allegation of fraud and the process used in setting up the framework
for collecting on the claim,

The fourth stage of the claims process is the collection of payments on the claim,
This would include setting up the claim for repayment, the use of demand letters,
and the procedures for tracking claim payments and recoupments,

The fifth stage of the claims process is the follow-up activities used for delin-
quent claims., This stage includes the identification of delinquent claims and the
ugse of alternative collection methods, such as wage garnishment or tax refund
intercepts,

The final stage of the claims process which we have identified is claim suspension
and termination. This stage includes the identification of c¢laims which are eligible
for suapension and termination and the processes whereby those actions are taken,

Are these stages clear to you and do they make sense as a framework for discussing
the claims process of your agency?

EMPHASIZE THE NEED TO USE THE STAGES AS WE HAVE DEFINED THEM IN ORDER T0 BE
CONSISTENT IN OUR DESCRIPTION OF CLAIM SYSTEMS.

CS~B-5
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COMPLETE THIS QUESTION PRIOR TO THE INTERVIEW BASED UPON INFORMATION PROVIDED
IN QUESTION 1.00 OF THE STATE CENSUS.

FOR THOSE STAGES OF THE CLAIMS PROCESS CARRIED OUT AT THE FIELD OR
LOCAL/COUNTY OFFICE LEVEL, CIRCLE THE ASSOCIATED NUMBER IN THE "ADDITIONAL
MODULES TO ADMINISTER™ COLUMN.,

NOTE: A REGIONAL OFFICE IS AN ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL BETWEEN THE LOCAL AND
STATE OFFICE.

LOCAL/ STATE OTHER ADD I TIONAL
FIELD COUNTY REGIONAL STATE WELFARE AGENCY MOOULES TO
OFFICE OFFICE OFFICE FSA AGENCY (SPECIFY)  ADMINISTER
Claim referral?
FRAUD 1 1 1 1 1 |
NONFRAUD 1 1 1 1 1 ]
Cialm lnées?!gaflons?
FRAUD 1 1 1 1 1 ]__J__J 5
NONFRAUD 1 1 1 1 1 |
Establ Ishment of the claim?
FRAUD 1 1 1 1 1 ]__J__J 6
NONFRAUD 1 t 1 1 1 [__J__J
Collection of claim
payments?
FRAUD 1 1 { | 1 __J__J 7
NONFRAUD 1 ! 1 ! 1 1
Follow=up activities on
delinquent claims?
FRAUD 1 1 f 1 1 )__J__J 8
NONFRAUD | 1 1 1 1 j__J |
Cialm suspension and
termination?
FRAUD 1 1 1 1 1 |_J_| 9
NONFRAUD 1 | 1 1 1 |__J__J

Based upon our discussions with staff at the state Food Stamp Agency, we
understand that the local agency responsibilities include: (SUMMARIZE
RELEVANT STAGES OF CLAIMS PROCESS WHICH ARE AT FIELD OFFICE OR LOCAL/COUNTY
LEVEL), while the state (OR REGIONAL) office handles: (SUMMARIZE RELEVENT
STAGES OF CLAIMS PROCESS WHICH ARE AT STATE OR REGIONAL LEVEL), Is this a
correct overview of the organizational level at which the claims activities
in your state are carriled out?

YES....'...."'..(GO TO 1.03)..'.........1

NO....................‘..............'...0

CsS-B-6
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1.02b MAKE CORRECTIONS IN THE GRID BELOW TO REFLECT RESPONDENT'S COMMENTS.

FOR THOSE STAGES OF THE CLAIMS PROCESS CARRIED OUT AT THE FIELD OR
LOCAL/COUNTY UFFICE LEVEL, CIRCLE THE ASSOCIATED NUMBER IN THE "ADDITIONAL
MODULES TO ADMINISTER" COLUMN.

NOTE: A REGIUONAL OFFICE IS AN URGANIZATIONAL LEVEL BETWEEN THE LOCAL AND
STATE OFFICE.

LOCAL/ STATE OTHER ADD I TIONAL
FIELD COUNTY REGIONAL STATE WELFARE AGENCY MODULES TO
OFFICE OFFICE OFFICE FSA AGENCY (SPECIFY)  ADMINISTER
a, Clalm referrai?
FRAUD i 1 1 i i |__J |
NONFRAUD 1 ! 1 1 ! 1|
b, Claim investigations?
FRAUD 1 1 1 1 1 |1 5
NONFRAUD 1 1 1 1 1 11
Cc. Estabiishment of the claim?
FRAUD 1 i i 1 1 ] _|__’ 6
NONFRAUD 1 ! | 1 1 | 1
d. Collection of claim
payments?
FRAUD 1 1 i 1 1 ]__J__J 7
NONFRAUD 1 1 J ! t |41
e, Follow=up activities on A
del inquent claims?
FRAUD 1 1 1 1 1 A 8
NONFRAUD 1 1 1 1 1 |
f. Clalm suspension and
termination?
FRAUD 1 1 1 | 1 »__J__J 9
NONFRAUD 1 L 1 1 1 ' '__j__J

C5-B-7
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We would like to talk with you about those stages of the claims process which
are handled by your agency.

The interview will include sections on the administration of the claims
process, methods used in monitoring overissuances and claims, overissuance
identification, and (LIST ADDITIONAL MODULE TUPICS).

NOTE: ALL RESPONDENTS WILL BE ASKEL MODULES l-4 AND 10.
Is any part of the claims process for Food Stamps integrated with the claims

processes of other assistance programs, such as AFDC, Medicaid, or GA? That
is, does the same staff unit handle claims for Food Stamps and other

programs?

YES......I....'....O...‘..I.'.'.......'..l

NO-........(GO TO MUDULE 2).0.-...0...-.-0

CS-8-8
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1.04 wWhich other programs are integrated with Food Stamps claims at the stage of:
(CIKCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

OTHER
PROGRAM
AFDC  MEDICAID GA (SPECIFY)
a. Claim referrals? 1 1 1 1
b. Claim investigations? 1 1 1 1
c. Establishment of claims? i 1 1 |

de Collection of claim

payments?
RECOUPMENT 1% 1 1 I I
OTHER METHUDS 1 1 1 1

e. Follow-up activities on
delinquent claims? 1 1 1 1

f. Claim suspension and
termination? 1 1 1

*1.05 ASK IF FSP AND AFDC ARE INTEGRATED. How is the recoupment for Food Stamps
and AFDC linked? 1Is it the: (CIRCLE "1" OR "U" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

IES N
3. Same staff? 1 0
b. Same unit? \ 1 0
c. Same automated system? 1 0
d. Other? 1 0

(SPECIFY) i1

CS-B-9
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REQUIRED MOUDULE

MODULE 2: ADMINISTRATION CONTROL

There are a variety of ways that an agency can manage the claims process. We are
interested in the management methods used by your agency,

2,00 Does your agency produce routine summary reports which assess how well the
claims system is working?

YES..'.....'.......'.C.C.........'.......l

No....‘...'.'(co To 2.02)'........'.'....0

CS-B-10
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Do those summary reports include reports on activities at the various

stages of the claims process?

That is, are there summary reports

concerning: (CIRCLE "1" or "0" UNDER "REPORTS" FOR ALL ITEMS,)

(IF YES, ASK:) Is the preparation of those reports automated? How
frequently are those reports prepared?
ANSWERS ARE POSSIBLE FOR "WHO RECEIVES?",)

Claim referrals?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Ciaim Investigations?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Estabiishment of claims?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Collection of claim payments?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Follow-up activities on
delInquent claims?
FRAUD
NONFRAUD

Cialm suspensions and
terminations?

FRAUD

NONFRAUD

CODES FOR FREQUENCY

1. LESS THAN MONTHLY
2. LESS THAN MONTHLY
AND MONTHLY. - -
3. MONTHLY . :
4, QUARTERLY
5. SEMI~ANNUALLY
6. ANNUALLY
7. IRREGULAR
8. OTHER
(SPECIFY)

Cs-B-11

Who receives the report? (MULTIPLE
REPORTS?  AUTOMATED?
YES NO YES NO FREQUENCY? WHO RECEIVES?
1 0 1 0 %:j:j I_J_J4 dJ 1
! 0 ! 0 I N O T T e O
oo 1 o | ijjiJJIJJ
1 0 B 0 |__:j | {_J_J {_J__l
! 0 ! 0 I__:j [ T I O O
oo v o A3 d_J i
- T TS I NN O I I I A O O I
I T T o S o o
1o 1 o RN
1o 1o o
10 10 l:j_] O Y O
1 0 1 0 11 N O
CODES FOR WHO RECEIVES
1. CASEWORKER
2, CW SUPERVISOR
3. CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL
4, FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL
5. INVESTIGATION UNIT: LOCAL
6. RECOVERY UNIT: LOCAL
7. CLAIﬁS”CﬂESQiEAHT -
8. FRAUD CONSULTANT
9, INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST
10. RECOVERY SPECIALIST
11. OTHER
(SPECIFY)




2.02

2.03

2,04

2.05

2.06

Table of Contents

Are the relevant workers provided with training specifically related to the
claims process?

YES‘..............'O.’..........O.......'l

NO....‘...(GO To 2.05)....-....C....l.'..o

Does this training in the claims process include:
(CIRCLE "1” OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

YES NO
a., Training for new hires? 1 0
b. Scheduled refresher training for
existing staff? 1 0
c. Retraining as needed (for example,
following a rule change)? 1 0

Where is the emphasis placed in the training? (CIRCLE "1” FOR ALL THAT
APPLY.)

PROCEDURES FOR CLAIM REFERRALSccccccosscscensssossccsssesl
DETECTION OF OVERISSUANCESsceeosssscessvovscssscscsssscosesl
PREVENTION OF OVERISSUANCESC........I.....l..............1
INVESTIGATIONS..'....'..‘.........l.l........'..........'l
REGULATIONS/LAWS....I.......II'...........l...'....'...l.l

OTHER..'.'.........‘...l......................'...I..'...l

(SPECIFY)

|11

Are there written manuals available to the staff which provide detailed
information on the policies and procedures of the claims process?

YES.......‘.......................'....'.1

No...‘O.I...I.O..l......l..O‘..I.....I.C.O

Do you have any time limits which control how long workers have to complete
the steps involved in the processing of the claim?

YES....'...""...................l"....l

No-ooo.-o.(G() TO MODULE 3)..-....-.....-.0

CS-B-12
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d.

Are there established time limits for:
(CIRCLE "1" OR "0” FOR ALL ITEMS.)

(IF YES, ASK:)

What is the time limit for (STAGE OF PROCESS)?
starting event for the time limit?

process within that time limit?

Making a claim referral?

FRAUD

NONFRAUD
Completing claim

{nvestigations?
FRAUD

NONFRAUD
Estabiishing the
claim?

FRAUD

NONFRAUD
Compieting follow-up
activities on a
delinquent claim?

FRAUD

NONFRAUD

Suspending the claim?
FRAUD

NONFRAUD

Table of Contents

What is the

What percent of cases are you able to

TIME LIMITS? DAYS FROM
YES NO STARTING EVENT? PERCENT
Vo I e | ]
G0 e || (]
Vo i mon ] |||
o i ) i1
1o I e i) 1
Vo o || 1_|_|_|
Voo i o i ]
o i i i)
Voo e ) il
Vo g o (] I_|_{_|
CODES FOR STAETUG EVENT
1, DETECTION
2, REFERRAL
3. ESTABL ISHMENT
4, FAILURE TO PAY
5, OTHER

(SPECIFY)

CS-B-~13



Table of Contents

REQUIRED MODULE

MODULE 3: CLAIMS MONITORING

Now I would like to talk with you about the processes and procedures that you have
for monitoring overissuances and claims,

3.00

3.01

3.02

3,03

3.04

Is any part of your claims process automated?

YES........'......I...........'.'...'....l

No.......l...(w TO 3.09)'.'.......'.....0

Is any part of the food stamp certification system also automated?

YES.I..I.........I'...I.'.......'....'...l

No......'....(GO To 3.03).........'.....'0

Does your automated claims system have access to the household eligibility
file used by the automated certification system?

YES......'..I.'...."Q".I..........l....l

NO.'......'IO......C.....................O

Does your automated system calculate the amount of the overissuance?

NONFRAUD FRAUD

YES.-..........'..............I...l l
NOeses (GO TO 3,05 IF "NO"
FOR BOTH)...'..‘...I..I.....'IOIO 0

How far back does the automated system permit the overissuance to be
calculated?

MONTHS..Q.."........".........I

N

CS-B-14
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3.06

3.07

Table of Contents

Are the calculations and deductions tor recoupment automated? Does the
system generate demand letters? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL LTEMS.)

NOTE: WE ARE NOT CONCERNED WITH WHICH AUTOMATED SYSTEM DOES THESE
FUNCTIONS.

N
CALCULATIUNS:
FMUD.....-.."-.......'......'.1 0
NONFRAUD'".........-.........’.1 0
DEDUCTIONS:
FMUD........".............'...l U
NONFRAUDesvesssosavsssoosscccccel 0
DEMAND LETTERS:
FRAUD.......'........'........‘.1 0
NONFRAUD..‘..'.".......'.'.....1 U

Do you maintain an automated history for the dates of actions taken on
overissuances or claims?

YES..I...0.......‘-'I.'....."......l"..l

NO...........(GO To 3.09)..'.'..........-0

What is the starting point for that automated history? (CIRCLE ONLY ONE
RESPONSE. )

DETECTION.....I...'."...'...II....I.....l
REFERRAIJ...'......I..l..'l.".l.........'z
ESTABLISBMENT...............'.C....'.....3
COLLECTIONS...O.'.'..'..C.....C..‘.C.....4
FAILURE To PAY.....I'..'."...'..........5
SUSPENSION.O....lI.......'..O............b

OTHER...".C...‘...'............I.......O7

(SPECIFY) (1

Cs-B-15
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3.09

Does that automated history include the:
(CIRCLE "1™ OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

Table of Contents

NONFRAUD FRAUD
YES NO YES NO
a. Dates of actions taken on overissuances
and claims?
DATES OF ALL ACTIONS 1 0 1 U
DATE OF LATEST ACTION ] V] 1 0
OTHER 1 u 1 0
(SPECIFY) | |l
b. Dates of claim payments through recoupment? 1 U 1 0
c. Dates of other types of claim payments? 1 0 1 0
d. Amounts of claim payments? 1 0 i 0
e, Date of claim suspension? 1 0 1 0

Do you have an established process (either manual or automated) for

tracking individual overissuances or claims?

YES'.................Il.........l

NO....(GO TO 3.11)0-....-....-..0

CS-B-16
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Does your process for monitoring claims include the tracking of:
(CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

(IF YES, ASK:) Is that tracking automated?

TRACKING? AUTOMATED?
YES NO YES NO

a. Claim referrals?

FRAUD 1 0 1 0

NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0
be Claim investigations?

FRAUD 1 0 1 1]

NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0
‘c. Established claims?

FRAUD 1 0 1 0

NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0
d. Claim payments?

FRAUD 1 0 1 U

NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0
e. Suspended claims?

FRAUD 1 0 1 0

NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0
f. Individuals disqualified

because of fraud claims? i 0 1 0

g+ Computer match hits? 1 0 i 0
h. Other apparent overissuances? 1 0 1 0

Do you have a system for signaling workers that a household case has an
overissuance or claim'which requires further actioed by the agency?

YES.I'...'.'O......‘.'..0.'0.".".'.1

No....(GO To 3.13).....'......'....‘.0
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3.12 For which types of cases are workers signaled that further action is
needed? That is, for which types of cases do you have flags?
(READ THE LIST AND CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

(IF YES, ASK:) Are the flags automated? Who is alerted by the flags?
(MULTIPLE ANSWERS ARE POSSIBLE.) Are the flags permanently attached to the
case, that is, are they carried on the records of households that are no
longer participating in the program so that the flags are visible to staff
if the household reapplies?

FLAGS? AUTOMATED? PERMANENT?

YES NO YES NO WHO'S ALERTED? YES NO
Fraud referrals 1 0 1 0 I_J_l I_I_] _J_J 0
Nonfraud referrals 1 0 1 0 J d i JJtJ_J 0
Cases with active claims 1 0 1 0 N T O O O O 0
Cases with dellnquent clalims 1 0 1 0 11 _J_1 0
Cases with suspended ciaims 1 0 1 0 _J i d_Ji_J_1 1 0

Case with disquatitied
individuals 1

o
o

N O O O B
Other LI d i dJidJd4 v o

1 0
(SPECIFY) J_]_] CODES FOR WHO'S ALERTED
CASEWORKER
CW SUPERY | SOR
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL
INVESTIGATION UNIT: LOCAL
RECOVERY UNIT: LOCAL
CLAIMS CONSULTANT
FRAUD CONSULTANT
INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST
RECOVERY SPECIALIST
OTHER
(SPECIFY)

——
. L] L] L] L[]

*

-
-0 OV NV E NN
e o o o

3.13 Do you produce routine reports on the status of individual cases with
overissuances and claims?

YES.........'.....I.'....'..'..'.0...1

No....(Go To 3.15)..............'.I.IO
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3.14 Do these reports include status reports on individual cases with:
(CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

(IF YES, ASK:) Is the preparation of these reports automated? How
frequently are those reports prepared?
(MULTIPLE RESPONSES ARE POSSIBLE FOR "WHO RECEIVES?".)

Claim referrails?

REPORTS?

NO YES NO

AUTOMATED?

Who receives these reports?

FREQUENCY?  WHO RECEIVES?

FRAUD 0 L W S O O I
NONFRALD O A I I
b. Estabiished claims?
FRAO T A A A
NONFRAUD ] 1 0 I O T
¢, Dsllnquent claims?
FRAUD T T I
NONFRAUD 0 1 0 T OO R I O O
CODES FOR FREQUENCY CODES f@; WHO RECEIVES
1, LESS THAN MONTHLY 1, CASEWORKER
2, LESS THAN MONTHLY 2, CW SUPERVISOR
AND MONTHLY 3. CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL
4, QUARTERLY S. INVESTIGATION UNIT: LOCAL
Se SEMI=ANNUALLY 6, RECOVERY UNIT: LOCAL
6, ANNUALLY 7. CLAIMS CONSULTANT
7. IRREGULAR 8, FRAUD CONSULTANT
8, OTHER 9, INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST
(SPECIFY) 10, RECOVERY SPECIALIST
1t, OTHER
(SPECIFY)
3.15 Do you have an established process for sorting and reporting on

overissuances and claims by their chronmological ages?

YES........'.‘.........."."‘.C.....'..'.l

No....."‘...(co To MUDULE 4)....‘.......0
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Does your process for aging overissuances and claims involve keeping
track of the ages of:
(CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS,)

(1F YES, ASK:) What is the starting event? 1Is the aging automated?

NOTE: THE "STARTING EVENT" IS THE EVENT WHICH IS USED AS THE BASIS FOR
AGING,

AGING? STARTING AUTOMATED?
YES NO EVENT? YES NO
a. Apparent overissuances? 1 0 ] 1 0
b. Claim referrals?
FRAUD 1 0 1 0
NUNFRAUD 1 0 I 1 0
c. Claim investigations?
FRAUD 1 0 — 1 v
NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0
d. Delinquent claims?
FRAUD 1 0 1 V]
NONFRAUD 1 0 e 1 0
e, Suspended claims?
FRAUD 1 0 1 0
NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0

CUDES FOR EVENT

l. DETECTION

2. REFERRAL

3. ESTABLISHMENT

4, FAILURE TO PAY

5. SUSPENSION

6., OTHER
(SPECIFY)
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OPTIONAL MODULE

MODULE 5: CLAIM INVESTIGATIONS

5.00 IS THIS MODULE REQUIRED? (REFER TO PAGE 6 OR 7,)

YES........'..‘...............I.l

NOceseoss (GO TO MODULE 6)eseeses0

Moving on to the stage of claim investigations, I would like to ask you about the
processes for the calculation of the overissuance amount, the determination of
the nature of the error, and any investigations into the circumstances of the
error. Would you briefly describe the process for investigating fraud and
nonfraud claims used in your agency?

NOTES:

5.01 There are two broad categories of claim referrals: referrals for
nonfraud errors and referrals for suspected fraud. Does your agency
place more emphasis upon the investigation and establishment of fraud
claims than upon the investigation and establishment of nonfraud
claims? IF NO, PROBE FOR WHETHER THE EMPHASIS 1S THE OTHER WAY--
NONFRAUD OVER FRAUD CLAIMS. (CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE.)

No DIFFERENCE..........."..Q(GO TO 5'03)...........1
FRAUD OVER NONFRAUD........'.......I...............Iz
NONFRAUD OVER FR-AUD..................I.'..'.........3

S5.02 Would you tell me about your agency's emphasis for claim investigation
and establishment and the reasons behind those policies? (CIRCLE "1"
FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

PROTECT INTEGRITY OF PROGRAMesceccceonscerssccsscssal
DETERRENT FOR POTENTIAL FRAUDseeecscsvcecccscsssansel
EASIER TO ESTABLISH NONFRAUDeeesssvosesccscsscssnsssl
RECOVER MORE DOLLARS......0..............C.......Q..l
FNS INCENTIVES.suesesssesssscccacsnsasssssennsannnnsesl
FRAUD INVESTIGATIONS/ESTABLISHMENT EXPENSIVE.eeessssl

OTHER.‘.'...................'....C...'........'.....1

(SPECIFY) I




5.03

5.04

5.05

3.06
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Who 1s generally responsible for investigating the circumstances of the
overissuances for nonfraud cases? For cases of suspected fraud?

(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)
NONFRAUL  FRAUL

CASEW()RKER..................-.‘...........l
Cw SUPERVISO&.................'......'....l
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL.cvssnvvsosscsccscsscsal
FRAUD UNIT: LOCALeccscesscocnnnsosacsnsnsel
INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCALussaosesccsscesl
CLAIMS CONSULTANTeeeecesascsssssesscnsancssl
FRAUD CONSULTANTseeessccscescesssssccosssel
INVESTIGATION SPECIALISTueceesscscscsassssl

OTHER.......'.....‘.................'.‘....1

(LR I o o B el e

(SPECIFY) b .

Is the overissuance amount calculated for every case in which there is
an overissuance or do you dismiss some cases before doing the work-up?

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ALWAYS CALCULATED..(GU TO 5,06 IF "1" FOR BOTH)esesasssesl ) 1
NOT ALHAYS mLCULATED‘.""...C..‘...........‘.l...;:.....o 0

When is the overissuance amount not calculated? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL
THAT APPLY.)

CANNOT GET INFORMATION...'....I.ll..l.....l...t.'.."i
CANNOT IDENTIFY PROBLEMQ:..Q.'Q.O.t.oo.ooo-n-nocsoocl
ER-ROR IS ow.ooooccoo.oc..caqco‘.oc-oooococo-c.ococvl

APPEARS TO BE LESS TH.AN 335.0010'l........‘....o.o..l
NOT ENOUGH TIME FOR ALL OVERLISSUANCES.ccecccessvsessel

OTHER..OO‘...OOOOOOOl.l’..'...'.ll......’.'..'l..O..l

(SPECIFY) {1

How far back do you go im calculating the amount of the overissuance?

NONFRAUD = NUNFRAUD

YEARS‘l...'.‘.".‘....-‘;';‘]_t '_'J '_‘_l
DATE OF ERRORceversenssvse?8 98 98
NO GUIDELINEceeseossosssessd9 99 99
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5.08

5.09
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Does the investigation include searching for other possible sources of
error and/or fraud in addition to that which has been discovered?

YES.....C'...C...........‘...l

NO...........'..Q..‘..'......O

NONFRAUD FRAUD

1
0

Focusing on nonfraud cases, what steps or methods are typically used in

conducting an Iinvestigation of a nonfraud case?

ALL ITEMS.)

(FOR EACH METHOD USED, ASK:)

(CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR

Is/are (METHOD) always used? (IF NOT

ALWAYS USED, ASK:) In what percentage of nounfraud cases is/are (METHUD)
used? What (does its/do their) use depend upon?

CASE FILE REVIEW

TELEPHONE INTERVIEW

IN=OFFICE INTERVIEW

HOME Y1SIT

THIRD=PARTY CONTACTS

OTHER

(SPECIFY)

USED? ALWAYS?  PERCENT

YES N0 YES NO  OF CASES  DEPENOS ON
roe o dddd 1
reo vo Iddd — 1]
roo L S
P LA [
v o g 1
oo L O O A
{_1_1 CODES FOR DEPENDS ON

W o WiN
)

1. RESPONSIVENESS OF CLIENT
NATURE OF PROBLEM

AVAILABILITY OF WITNESSES

NEED FOR EVIDENCE

OTHER
(SPECIFY)

Are there established policies or procedures for determining which of
the claims referred for nonfraud errors will be most actively pursued

(INVESTIGATED) prior to claim establishment?

This would include any

policies for prioritizing cases when there is a backlog of claim
referrals to be processed?

YES‘.'."‘.'.."...I'.'...'.'l...‘..L

NO.‘..(GO TO 5.14)................'.0

C5-B~24
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Sell

5.12

5013

Table of Contents

In setting up these priorities for nonfraud cases, what characteristics
of a case would increase the likelihood of that case being pursued
(INVESTIGATED) prior to claim establishment? (CIRCLE "1" FUR ALL THAT
APPLY.)

AGE OF CLIENTeeeocvecvcossscessssscsnsscsncsoscsonnal
PHYSICAL/MENTAL STATE OF CLIENT:secescseccscoscescsl
PA HOUSEHOLD..'.'.O'..'......;!.t.......'...C.I..O.l
HOUSEHOLD ERROR.-...'.......‘.‘;..l....l'.'.c0000001
RECENT ERRORO.'QC...CO'.I.lll.i'...Q...C..QI..'.IQ.l
ACTIVE CASE..O..l....'.0."'.l’l.".....‘...o...'l..l
LARGE DOLLAR MOUNT'...O...'."........l...O.Q.l...l

OTHER.............I.....'...............O..........l

( SPECIFY) 1

What are the reasons behind these policies?
(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

COLLECT MORE MONEY........'.....'QC.’V....."CQUDD...l
EASIEST To ESTA-BLISH‘...‘..........‘.'.'.'.........1
EASIEST TO COLLECT-..I'.'."'...t.'....'....l....l.l

OTHER.....0.....".'..O.'...'.--...I’..............l

(SPECIFY) — ]

How is the prioritizing of cases done? PROBE, IF NEEDED-—1s there a
very structured scoring of cases based on the dimensions you listed or
is it a more informal process intended to provide only geuneral
guidelines? (CIRCLE ONLY UNE RESPONSE.)}

RIGORQH& mm‘..i.i; .,”’.."......l......'.‘.ll..l
GENERAL @IBELINES.SC.“III'(GO TO 5.14)..-&..-0..002
OTHERQQ'oooooceoouolcooo'--.(GO TO 5014)‘!0.00.00...3

(SPECIFY) T -

Is this scoring of cases automated?

YES...".....‘..'...-.-...'......."'71

No.I'O.....I'...O....I...C.....IC..'.O

C5-B-25
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S5.15

S5.16

5.17

Table of Contents

At the conclusion of the investigation of nonfraud referrals, who
generally makes the decision that a claim should be established?
(CIRCLE “1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

CASEWORKERcoevevsssessccscscescnsscsncssvsosccsnssssonsl
(:w SUPERVISOR..C......O..........'...........C..0'.01
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAIJ...‘..I....Q..'.....I..'...'....‘1
FR-AUD UNIT: LOCAL.C..’I.‘.....'.......'..l......l..l
INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCALcsscososascsssssccccncnsnsl
CLAIMS CONSULTANT..I...............l...........'....1
FRAUD CUNSULTANT..O.....................‘.......l...1
INVESTIGATION SPECIALISTeeccscosccscovsvescssosssscsl

OTHER.......I.......'.'.I.'Il...".I....'....O......l

I

(SPECIFY) I

Now let's talk about cases of suspected fraud.

Who is generally responsible for the initial decision to refer an
overissuance case for fraud investigation? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT
APPLY,)

wEwoRKER...............'..................I.......l
m SUPERVISOR...................................'.'.1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL...O.....'...I.l.'......'........l
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAII..................................l
INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCALecscossccscsccccccnscnccsl
CL'AIMS CONSULTANT.I.....'..........C..........l.....l
FRAUD CONSULTANTeeeoscesssscseccscseosacasanscnnnnnnl
INVESTIGATION SPECIALISTeecoccovcosscscvsscsssonsoasl

OTHER-.......I..I........I...........I........'.'.'.l

(SPECIFY) [

At what stage in the claims process is that decision typically made?
(CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE.)

IN CONJUNCTION WITH CLAIM REFERRALesscovessocescessel
AS PART OF INVESTIGATION FOLLOWING REFERRALecseossssl
AFTER INVESTIGATION............I.I.....'.........'..3

OTHER...'.'................'.....‘.'..'.I...'.....‘.4

(SPECIFY) I

What percent of overissuances are referred for fraud investigations?

PERCENT...'.......'Q........|

1

CS-B-26
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5.19

Table of Contents

What steps or methods are typically used in conducting an investigation

of a case of suspected fraud?

(FOR EACH METHOD USED, ASK:)

(CIRCLE “"1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

Is/are (METHOU) always used? (IF NOT

ALWAYS USED, ASK:) In what percentage of suspected fraud cases is/are

(METHOD) used?

CASE FILE REVIEW
TELEPHONE INTERVIEW
IN=QFFICE INTERYIEW
HOME VISIT
THIRD=PARTY CONTACTS
INTERVIEW WITNESSES
FORENSIC INVESTIGATION
OTHER

{SPECIFY)

What (does its/do their) use depend upon?

USED? ALWAYS? PERCENT
YES NO YES NO OF CASES DEPENDS ON
P e qdd 4 d 4
o o dddd — 11
ro LA S (S B
1o L O N S
1o oo 444 11
v LN T O S O
v L O T N S
10 LA O O Y S N N A
|_|_| CoDES FOR DEPENDS ON

Are there established policies or procedures
the claims referred for suspected fraud wili
(INVESTIGATED) prior to claim establishment?

Te RESPOMSIVENESS OF CLIENT

A wWN
)

« - OTHER

« NATURE OF PROBLEM
AVATUABILITY OF WiTNESSES
NEED FOR EVIDENCE

(SPECIFY)

for determining which of
be most actively pursued
This would include any

policies for prioritizing cases when there is a backlog of claim

referrals to be processed?

YES...............'..l-.!.l.'lllil

NOQOQC(GO TO 5.24)..00000000000000

Cs-B-27



3.20

5.21

3.22

5.23
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In setting up these priorities for suspected fraud cases, what charac-
teristics of a case would increase the likelihood of that case being
pursued (INVESTIGATED) as suspected fraud prior to claim
establishment? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

AGE OF CLIENTececccevcccsscscoscesosasnscnscscscsssl
PHYSICAL/MENTAL STATE UF CLIENTeseseececccssccnnsasl
PA HOUSEHOLD‘.'..'.l....‘......l...".'..'...I.....l
RECENT ERRORQ...............'"................'...L
ACTIVE CASE..IC.......l.‘.'.'......l...............l
LARGE DOLLAR AMOUNT:esescvsccescssosssnccccosnosnsnal
QUAI‘ITY OF EVIDENCE.......'.-................l'.."l
REPEAT OFFENDERQ.'.............O...l’.....‘.......‘l
FLAGRANT VIOLATIONe«coeoseocscsssccoccscscnsecnscscnnssl
FRAUD IN MULTIPLE PROGRAMSscccessccssscscssssscosssl

OTHER...'............l..'l..l...l....'..l....l.....l

(SPECIFY) 1

What are the reasons behind these policies?
(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

COLLECT MORE MONEY...II..'.........I.......'.......l
EASIEST TO ESTABLISH........C.........'........'...l
EASIEST TO CULLECT.'..'..I.IC.C...I.'-.....I....I'.l

OTHER......."l....'.'.......'...‘."..'..l“......l

(SPECIFY) |

How is the prioritizing of cases done? PROBE, IF NEEDED--Is there a
very structured scoring of cases based on the dimensions you listed or
is it a more informal process intended to provide only general
guidelines? (CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE.)

RIGOROUS SCURING......I."'...........lll
GENERAL GUIDELINES.¢e¢(GU TO 5¢24)c¢eceee2
OTHER......I....."QI.(GO TO 5.24)'...'03

(SPECIFY)

Is this scoring of cases automated?

YESO....C.......I.....I..'...I.l..'l.'l.l

NO.'....O..'.....'.......'...III‘..I'...O
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525

5.26
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Who is generally responsible for the initial decision to pursue a case
of suspected fraud as a fraud claim? That 1is, who determines that a
particular case merits the extra etfort required to confirm the tfraud
allegation? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

CASEWORKER.".'...'......'..........'.....'.........l
CW SUPERVISOReescecceoccocccsccsnencsscssnnsessscnnnasl
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALc.veeocsasovesscssessssssnnsanvanl
FRAUD UNIT: LOCALccessccocceccssasossssscscoscsccncerl
INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCAL.ceoesaccesaassesnascnseel
CLAIMS CONSULTANTOQ.......OQ.C._._.Q..."'."...O.Ol..l
FRAUD CONSULTANT . evvcovccccansasansssovsosconsonsnsel
INVESTIGATION SPECIALISTceecsossasasovsoscosscnssscssal

OTHER............CI.........‘l.'..l.l.'..."..".QD.I

(SPECIFY) ) 1

What factors enter into that decision? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

AVAILABLE STAFF TmE..........."'....'...........'I1
QUALITY UF EVIDENCE.....I..'Q.‘....................Il
FLAGRANT VIOLATION..........I'l..‘.......’........'.'1
LARGE mLLAR MUUNT........".................I.....l

OTHER...QI..'..".‘ClﬁI.'....................‘.'Q....l

(SPECIFY) |

How is a fraud referral handled after it has been decided not to pursue
it as a fraud claim?

PROCESSED AS NONFRAUD CLAIMesssssvecscseel

OTHER.....’I.........'...I.....l.....{...z

( SPECIFY) 1
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OPTIONAL MODULE

MODULE 6: CLAIM ESTABLISHMENT

6.00 IS THIS MODULE REQUIRED? (REFER TO PAGE 6 OR 7.)

YES.........'...'...'.........1

NO.......(GO TO MODULE 7)..-..0
The next stage of the claims process to be discussed is claim establishment.

6.01 For cases of suspected fraud, which of the following methods are used to
establish the claim? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

How would you rank the methods used in order of their frequency of use?
(RANK EACH METHOD USED,)

USED?
YES Mo RANKING
a. Prosecution 1 0 1|
b. Disqualification

consent agreement 1 0 |

ce Administrative disqualifi-
cation hearing 1 0 |
d. Waiver of hearing 1 0 |__J__J
6.02 IF ANY OF THE METHODS OF 6.01 ARE NOT USED, ASK--What are the reasons

for not using (METHOD NOT USED)?

METHOD REASON

NOTES : 1l
A O N O I

CS-B-30



6.03

6.04

6.05

Table of Contents

Who makes the decision about which of the methods will be used to
establish a fraud claim? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

CASEWORKER....'..'....O.....'."!.‘.C..".........l.l
Cw SUPERVISOR'.....Q.......’l...0.'......'.......'..1
CLAIMS UNIT: LUCAL....‘.I...l.'l................‘..l
FRAUD UNIT: LUCAI‘.'.".'............'.....‘..'.I...l
INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCALccceesosssovsesscocncvcsel
CLAIMS CONSULTANT......I.......‘.'.......Q..‘....QI'I
FRAUD mNSULTANT....Il.’....".'.........‘...D..’..Ql
INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST....‘..‘.........Q"...l'..’l

omER-.lC......Q.-.'.'.'...'...‘...D..'...........C.l

(SPECIFY) 1

What are the most important factors leading to a case being referred for
prosecution as opposed to one of the other methods? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL

THAT APPLY.)

ALL FRAUD PROSECUTED;--.-to-co-‘-oootuocoo;v-o-.ococl
NONRESPONSIVE RO;JSEHOLD...CIOOCO.OO....'..;.O!,ODQCOI
I‘ARGE mLm__mﬂTQl..‘.'.........-....;."‘...I'..1
REPEAT OFFENDER..Q..'I...‘....‘..........'..........1
FLAGMT VIOLATION..........'.'.".'..’........'...'1
QUALITY OF EVIDENCEQ..-.'.......'...O.‘...'I........l
FRAUD IN MULTIPLE PROGRAMSe.ecscscsccscssscscccscssal

OTHERQ..'...........0.'...........II..'..'.I.......OL

(SPECIFY) 1

What 1is the role of the prosecutor’'s office in determining which cases
are referred for prosecution? For example, are there specific guide-
lines as to which cases the prosecutor's office will take? (CIRCLE "1"

FOR ALL THAT pPPLY;)'

GuIBELINm;.O..Q.'.Ql“.“:l'";.".VQ.VO..V.:;V;:Q‘.V,.0'.'0..l...l
SCREENS AIIL CASES...VI'V,‘..W..W....I...'..‘V.—...l.i.......l

OTHExn"-icu'ooootoo.--uoogoopg}ooooooo-QOfQ-ooc‘cono--l

(SPECIFY)__
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6.07

6.08

6.09
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Prior to the establishment of the fraud claim, how are the overissuances
due to suspected fraud handled? (CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE.)

No ACTION TAKEN....'..."...O.‘....'...'............1
PROCESSEDAS NONFRAUD............'................'Iz

OTHER‘..................'....’.."................'.3

(SPECIFY) |

Earlier we talked about the decision to establish a claim for a nonfraud
referral and the decision to pursue a case of suspected fraud as a fraud
claim, Is there a process whereby management or staff at a higher level
than the persons making those decisions review those decisions?

NONFRAUD FRAUD

YES........"..........'..Q......................0.'.......1 1
NOeeosess(GO TO 6,10 IF "0" FOR BOTH NONFRAUD AND FRAUD)...0 0

Are all decisions reviewed, or only a random sample of the decisions, or
is some other method used for selecting which decisions to review?
(CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE IN EACH COLUMN,)

NONFRAUD FRAUD
No REVIEW.'..‘........'......l...........'..1
ALL ACTIONS....I......I....'....l.l.........z
RAN‘Dm SAMPLE.........'.......‘.............3

OTHER'..................."......Q..........a

S W N -

(SPECIFY) |

Who 1s responsible for reviewing the decisions? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL
THAT APPLY,)

NONFRAUD
CASEWORKEROOIOQ.0..0...00...0.0...0.0'......1
w SUPERVISOR...............................1
'CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL.........................1
FRAUD UNIT: LOCALeseoccscvccoscscsesossssesl
INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCALesesscsssocccsceal
CLAIMS mNSULTANT......................'....1
FRAUD CONSULTANT...........‘................1
INVESTIGATION SPECIALISTecescvescscssencocanl
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOReceescsssessocencsl

OTHER...........IDQOQ'.............l..'.....l

E
[ o]
o

[ Ty )

(SPECIFY) I A I N
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letter to be mailed)?
notifying the household of the claim?

(CIRCLE

NONFRAUD

Table of Contents

FRAUD
(COURT)

For nontraud claims, who is responsible for notifying the household of
the claim (i.e.,, mailing the demand letter or arranging for the demand
And for fraud claims, who is responsible for

“1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

FRAUD
(UTHER)

CASEWORKERI.l...‘.‘...'......'....l
cw SUPERVISOR......'I"..'.....'..1
CLAmS UNIT: LOCAL‘.".........Q..l
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL.I.............OI
RECOVERY UNIT: LOCALessccacccossal
INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCALseecssol
CLAIMS CONSULTANT................ll
FRAUD CONSULTANT............I.....1
INVESTIGATION SPECIALISTeecvesossal
RECOVERY SPECIALISTeessesssceccssal
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR.ceceseel
AUTOMATED SYSTEMecososvscccccccncal

OTHER..'................"II......I

(SPECIFY) N I

Pt et et Gt Pt e et et et b et s et

Pt P et Bt et et et e ot Pt o s
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7.00

Table of Contents

OPTIONAL MODULE

MODULE 7: COLLECTION OF PAYMENTS

IS THIS MODULE REQUIRED? (REFER TO PAGE 6 OR 7.)

YES.‘..........‘.C........I......l..l

No............(co TO MODULE 8)......0

I would now like to talk with you about the policies and procedures for recover-

ing the claim once collection actions have been initiated.

This stage of the

claims process--claim collections-—-includes setting up the claim for repayment,
the use of demand letters, and the use of recoupment., Would you brie
the way your collection process works?

NOTES:

7.01

CLAIMS UNIT:
FRAUD UNIT:
RECOVERY UNIT:

(SPECIFY)

OTHER...'..'....l...'..'...........l

fly describe

Who is generally responsible for making arrangements with the household
on the payment of a nonfraud claim?
(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

What about for a fraud claim?

CS-B-34

FRAUD FRAUD

NONFRAUD { COURT) (OTHER)
CASEWORKER...........Q"..OC..O...Il 1 1
m SUPERVISOR..........‘......C.C..l 1 1.
LOCAL.......'...IOOOQI 1 l
LOCAL......'.'.O......I 1. l
LOCALsesscsoscccoael 1 1
INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCALcevesssel 1 1
CLAIMS CONSULTANTeesecavsscccscscssl 1 1
FRAUD CONSULTANT"C0'..0..'........1 1 1
INVESTIGATION SPECIALISTeeeossscscsl 1 1
RECOVERY SPECIALIST.csevsssesescccsl 1 1
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTORcecsoscssl 1 1
AUTOMATED SYSTEMeecosscccscecccancasl 1 1
1 1




7402

fraud claims?

NONFRAUD

Table of Contents

For nonfraud claims, who has responsibility for identifying households
which fail to respond to the initial demand letter?
(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

What about for

'FRAUD
(COURT)

FKAUD
(OTHER)

NO DEMAND LETTEReesvcesocosaesevsesnsl
CASEWORKER.sseoessoscecsssonscasessl
CW SUPERVISORsesvsesvosoccsvesssonsel
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALcecosonvonsssransal
FRAUD UNIT: LOCALssveccocosvsccocasl
RECOVERY UNIT: LOCALecsovovcassnsnsl
INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCALccesecesesl
CLAmS szULTANT..................l
FRAUD CONSULTANTseevesscccccosssssol
INVESTIGATION SPECIALISTeeesssnsessl
RECOVERY SPECIALISTeessevescsansessl
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTORessossaesl
AUTOMATED SYSTEMeeecccossovcascnessl

OTHER.......'O.C.O..I...I....l.'l..l

(SPECIFY) |

Pt et ot e et et et et s e et s et et
T R I I e N = PRy S

7.03

For nonfraud claims, how frequently are follow-up demand letters mailed

to households once the claim is established? What about for fraud

claims?

NONFRAUD
( 1HE)

(CIRCLE ONLY UNE REPONSE IN EACH COLUMN.)

NONFRAUD
(AK)

MQNTHLY............'..Q.l-....l
No FIXED SCHEDULE'.'."‘......Z
OTHER.‘............‘....".l.l3

|

(SPECIFY) |

7.04

NONFRAUD
(IHE)

Is there some standard for how many letters are mailed for a nonfraud
claim if the household does not respond?

What about for a fraud claim?

NUNFRAUD

(AE) EFRAUD

NUMBER OF LETTEKSeescseees] | |

i |l

VARIES BY VALUE OF CLAIM....98
NO STANDARDCOC.......I.'...QQS

€S-B-35
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7.05

Table of Contents

Under what circumstances 1s the household's food stamp allotment reduced

through recoupment? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NOT RQUTINELY USEDceeseseescsncresesscnsvarvnnel
AGENCY ERROR IF CLIENT CONSENTSeeecesasassesessl
HOUSEHOLD ERRORccesecsoessvsscecsssvonvevesceasel
FRAUD......."......I....I..'.....Q........'..'l

OTHER.................'.......'...C............l

(SPECIFY) |
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OPTIONAL MODULE

MODULE 8: FOLLOW-UP FOR DELINQUENT CLAIMS

8.00 IS THIS MODULE REQUIRED? (REFER TO PAGE 6 OR 7.)

Table of Contents

YES'..",‘.:;.....'....‘....C.'...l

NO.........(GO TO MODULE 9)---.-0

I would now like to talk with you about the follow-up activities used by your

agency for delinquent claims,

8.01 What methods (other than demand letters) are used to notify households

of delinquent claims? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT-APPLY.)

NONFRAUD NONFRAUD

FRAUD FRAUD

(IHE) (AE) { COURT) (OTHER)

NONE.....................'..l....‘l 1 1 1

MONTHLY BILLING (SEPARATE

FROM DEHAND LETTER)...I.........I 1 1 1

LATE PAYMENT LETTERescecsccccccccsl 1 1 1

PHONE CAI-ILS.....C.....'....0.'.0'.1 1 1 1

OTHER...'................‘......Q'l 1 1 1
(SPECIFY) N TR I N I |

8.02 Does your agency use any alternative collections methods, for example,

tax refund intercepts, collection agencies, or wage garnishment, to

collect on delinquent claims?

YES....O..l'..'..:;;............0""1

NO...'(GO TO 8'108).............'....0
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8.03

8.04

Table of Contents

Which of the following alternative collection methods are used by your

agency?

(CIRCLE "“1" OK "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

How would you rank the alternative collection methods used in order of

their frequency of use?

(RANK EACH METHOD USED.)

Can you tell me the approximate number of cases for which each
collection method was used in FY 1985?

a,
b.

de
e,
f.
8o
h.
i.

USED? IF YES, ASK~--

YES NO RANKING NUMBER
Tax refund intercept 1 0 ] s
Wage garnishment 1 0 | R S T T
Property liens 1 0 i T T TP T
Small claims court 1 0 | s ]
Private collection agency 1 0 | T T P I O
Credit bureau 1 0 | | L_l ’ |__L_|__.]
Garnish bank accounts 1 0 | T P T I
Civil actions 1 0 | I P T

Other l 0

(SPECIFY) N S T O N N N POy Y O
|| || (N T P O O

Who generally makes the decision to initiate alternative collection
actions against households which fail to make payments on their

claims?

(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

CASEWORKER.................‘.......1
Cw SUPERVISOR.....'..'.............1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALcsesvsveessacncosnsl
FRAUD UNIT: LOCALececvscscsvescnscal
RECOVERY UNIT: LOCALissceccscscccsl
INVESTLIGATIONS UNIT: LOCAL.scossesl
CLAIMS CONSULTANT..................1
FRAUD CONSULTANT......Oll...'.....'l
INVESTIGATION SPECIALISTeceoscecseel
RECOVERY SPECIALISTeesoccscsscosssnsl
LEGAL AUTHURITY/PROSECUTORescoessesl
AUTOMATED SYSTEMeeesoosssccscocnenel

FRAUD FRAUD
NONFRAUD ( COURT) (OTHER)

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 I\

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

OTHER..........Q.C....'.........l..l

(SPECIFY) |




8.05

8.06

8.07

8.08

8.09

Table of Contents

Are there established policies or procedures for determining which cases
are pursued through the alternative collection methods?

YES.I..".....'..I..'I'.....I....'.I.l

No....(GO To 8.10&)'..I.............OO

In determining which cases are to be pursued through alternative
collection methods, what characteristics of a case increase the
probability of that case being selected? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT
APPLY,)

PA HOUSEHOLD..QIlll...‘l!.‘..."‘...."...0..‘0.1
FRAUD CLAIM“.Q.I..'..0.00.....0..'...00000000001
LONG TERM DELINQUENCY..Q....O..0..-&0...0000..'.1
INACTIVE HOUSEHOLDOOQCQOOOOO‘l.‘..l..'l.‘......'l
LARGE DOLLAR AMOUNT..-..-.;--...-...--'c'oo.oo.-l

OTHER.....".'....".....'....'.'.'.............l

(SPECIFY) [

What are the reasons behind these policies?

NOTES: I

How is the selection of cases carried out? IF NEEDED, PROBE--Is it a
very structured scoring of cases based on the dimensions you have listed
or is it a more informal process intended to provide only gemneral
guidelines? (CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE.)

RIGOROUS SCORING..........;....-.....i
GENERAL GUIDELINES..(GO TO 8.108)e¢eee2
OTHERooounnooQOOQOOU(GO TO 8.103).0c.3

(SPECIFY) S SN I

Is this sorting of cases automated?

YES.....-.I...700‘713'.‘.....'..'.'..."1

No.......C'I'Q.'.t.‘.'..l'.......l.liu
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9.00

IS THIS MODULE REQUIRED?

MODULE 9:

OPTIONAL MODULE

Table of Contents

SUSPENSION/TERHINAEIOH OF CLAIMS

(REFER TO PAGE 6 OR 7.)

YES.C....."-.l....i'.i..'....‘.'.."..1

NOQ.......Q..(GO?OMQBULE: 10)000000000

Now, I would like to talk with you about how the agency reaches the decision that

it is no longer worthwhile to pursue an outstanding claim.

9.01

9.02

9.03

9.04

considered for suspension?

NONFRAUD

CASEWORKER...‘.’..'..l..'.......l -

Cw SUPERVISOR-..."......'.....!1W
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAIac..tcccocoo:';:,lAT‘W
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL.-.-oocoooooongin S
RECOVERY UNIT: LOCAL.scecssoossk™ —:

INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCALeessol
FINANCIAL UNIT: LOCALeccssceseol
CLAIMS CONSULTANTwcecosesocscocescl
FRAUD CONSULTANT...‘.‘..........l
INVESTIGATION SPECIALISTeeeevossl
RECOVERY SPECIALIST.secsssssssesl
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR«esessl
AUTOMATED SYSTEMiescsccocsssssaal

OTHER.‘Q".l...I.I...'..'.."";:’f

(SPECIFY) 1

Who is generally responsible for identifying claims which should be
(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

FRAUD

Pt Pt et et et (et Jund et et et et et et s

Is there a review of delinquent claims to detarmine which ones should be

suspended?

YES.Q..............'.....Q..‘....-...l

No....(GO TO 9 06).'.‘..........‘.....0

Is this review automated?

YES....l.‘li?.‘...’..’..“ziu.;._‘:_;i;r....l...1

NO..I.'.‘.l"...‘Q.......‘...........0

What percent of delinquent claims are reviewed? -Of those claims that
are reviewed, what percent are suspended?

PERCENT REVIEWEDe¢<ceeceocons|

PERCENT SUSPENDED:e¢eccceosss|
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9.05

9.06

9.07

9.08

Table of Contents

How ef fective is this review process in reducing the backlog of
delinquent claims? (CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE.)

VERY EFFECTTVE. « v vt nianns nnennunn cannennn 1
SOMEWHAT EFFECTIVE......... feetenacneeacacazaas 2
NOT FFFECTIVE. ..+ « cevencecnnaccnn aonnannannnn 3
OTHER. s oaenvsoanssseonncsaanaseannnsasnannns ..b
( SPECIFY) . o

Are there claims which qualify for suspension but are not suspended?

4 1

Why are they not suspended? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

IACK OF STAFF.-oaoo-o-ooo..-a.o-o...-oao-...---1

CONTINUE TO PURSUE. - «nenvemonennencnnnneennnens 1
LEGAL RESTRICTIONS ON SUSPENDING DEBT......... .1
e 1 T e 1
( SPECIFY) 1

Who 13 responsible for detemmining that a claim should he suspended?

(CIRCLE

“1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

CASEWORKER. ceeeecacveoccsceneanssl
CW SUPERVISOR. . e ceerncnnnnenn 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL....ccavueesel
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL..-«:ccecceaa- 1
RECOVERY UNIT: LOCAL....ccees..l
INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCAL..... 1
FINANCIAL UNIT: LOCAL....cccocel
CLAIMS CONSULTANT...ce0- 00 c-ena- 1
FRAUD CONSULTANT..ceococensaceasl
INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST........l
RECOVERY SPECIALIST...cccc.. eesal
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR......l1
AUTOMATED SYSTEM....coovecnancen 1
OTHER. tiieienacienenneecacenaans 1

b P et et et pt ut P st b pad b s et

( SPECIFY) I T T T




9.09

9.10

9.11

9.12

9.13

Table of Contents

What documentation is required in order to suspend a claim?

NOTES:

|l
|

Do you have a procedure for reactivating suspended claims?

YES.‘.‘.'-'.'...."...'........"......1

NO;.'.(GO TO 9.12)....Q".......'......U

Under what circumstances would a suspended claim be reactivated?
(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

Do NUT REACTIVATE‘..‘.'.......I.I."..O..C.....1
HOUSEHOLD REAPPLIES...........'.............'..1

OTHER...'.'...'......0....'..C..........'....l.l

(SPECIFY) 1

Are there established policies or procedures for determining when
suspended claims should be terminated?

YES.I...........Q....'...............".I".Q'll

NO..I....I.III(GO To 9.14)....'...Q......'.....O

What are the criteria for terminating a suspended claim?‘"‘(GIKCLE "1
FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

’m SBSQM‘FGR 3 AYEARS..’..'.CO..'....0....1
= 'mmtoo‘izoii:iiiaocco-ooc-tttn-oooou-.ooo.oooool

' Bmmﬂﬁ'b;;.............".............I....l

Omgtiifiii.tﬂ...0.........'..'....‘...‘l'..QQL

~ (SPECIFY) [

11
I

—
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9.14

9.15

9.17

Table of Contents

Who 1s responsible for determining that a suspended claim should be

terminated?

(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY,)

NONFRAUD

CASENORKER.......'.......'......l
CW SUPERVISOResscesccoscnsssccnal
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALscscsoscsccsnel
FRAUD UNIT: LOCALeeesceconcnasel
RECOVERY UNIT: LOCALecsconssesel
INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCALessssol
CLAIMS CONSULTANTeeecescccossssscsel
FMUD CONSULTANT................l
INVESTIGATION SPECIALISTeeeoeseel
RECOVERY SPECIALIST.eccececccsssl
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOReseeesl
AUTOMATED SYSTEM.eevevvsonescscsl

OTHER..................'........1

FRAUD

et e et e et s ot et et e et e

(SPECIFY) N N W N

After claims have been suspended, do you ever keep them on the books for
more than three years?

YES.....‘.....I.'........'.............1

NO....(GO TO 9.18)'.....C...'..l....'..o

For how long do you generally retain suspended claims on the books?

NONFRAUD

FRAUD

INDEFINITELY.....'.‘.....l.....’...99

YEARS.....l...'.....'.'.........l

|

What are the reasons for carrying the claims longer than the required

three years?

(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

LACK OF STAFF....O'.......l.....'...........l..l
CONTINUED PURSUIT..I......Q.....'.l.........'..l
LEGAL RESTRICTIONS ON TERMINATING DEBTecescecesl
STATE REQUIREMENTS FUR CARRYINGesoeovovosvsonasl

OTHER...C.'...l................'.‘........'....l

(SPECILFY)
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9.18 Earlier we talked about the -decision to suspend a ¢laiwm and the decision
to terminate a claim. Is there a process by which management or staff
at a higher level than the person making those decisions review those
decisions? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

YES NO
SUSPENDED:

FRAUDI..'...C.'...'.....Q.Q'....."‘.....l 0
0

NONFRAUD........C.Q....'...'.............1
TERMINATED: '

FRAUD...'l....‘l’..‘.'."""'...Q.'......'l

NONFRAUDO.C'..II.‘..I...‘................l

(@R w]

IF ALL KRESPONSES ARE "NO", GO TO MODULE 10.

9.19 Are all decisions reviewed, or only a random sample of the decisions, or
is some other method used to select decisions to review? (CIRCLE ONLY
ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH.)

ALL RANDOM

DECISIONS SAMPLE OTHER (SPECIFY)
SUSPENDED:
FRAUD 1 2 3 il
NONFRAUD 1 2 3 i
TERMINATED:

FRAUD 1 2 3 |1

NONFRAUD 1 2 3 [
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Who 1s responsible for reviewing those decisions?

THAT APPLY.)

SUSPENSIONS

NONFRAUD

FRAUD

CASEWOKKER....‘...........'...1
Cw SUPERVISOR‘.....‘.'........l
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCALesescoocesel
FRAUD UNIT: LOCALcosesesosessl
RECOVERY UNIT: LOCALcscsesossl
INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCAL...l
FINANCIAL UNIT: LOCALsccscoesl
CLAIMS CONSULTANTesesevcoasesssl
FRAUD CONSULTANTsessccececcssel
INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST+seeeesl
RECOVERY SPECIALISTeeoevsscesel
LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTORees.l
AUTOMATED SYSTEMeeesvsccceoeseel
UTHER.......‘......,..........1

(SPECIFY) 1

e S R el R S T g Y

Table of Contents

(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL
TERMINATIONS
NONFRAUD  FRAUD

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 ]

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1
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REQUIRED MODULE
MODULE 10: MAGNITUDE OF OVERISSUANCES AND CLAIMS

I would now like to ask you some questions about the magnitude of the
overissuances and claims problems that your claims system 1is addressing,

10.00 Do you maintain information on the number of overissuances identified
and claim referrals received in FY 19857

YES.............'..‘.........Q.....'.l

No......(GO TO 10.01)'.....'.........0

a. How many overissuances were identified in FY 1985? What was the
dollar value of those overissuances?

OVERISSUANCESeesesssocevee} || |s | d 11, IJd 11

DOLLAR VALUEseoeesoesssesas| | | o L L L0 ||

b, How many claim referrals were made in FY 1985? What was the dollar
value of those referrals? '

REFERRALSesesossnssacscsee]|_|_ | |» 1| |» 1|

DOLLAR VALUE.eeeeeoesesess] | | |» | |

c. Of the claims referrals that were made in FY 1985, how many were
established as claims in FY 1985? What was the dollar value of
these claims? ’

ESTABLISHED CLAIMSseeeesoe|_ || |y | Js I

DOLLAR VALUEeeeceesessssosl | | d» L ds 1 1|

d. Of the total number of claims that were established in FY 1985, how
many had any collections made in FY }1985? What was the initial
value of those ¢laims? How much was actually collected?

CLAIMS WITH COLLECTIONS...| | | |, |l s ||
INITIAL VALUE OF CLAIMS...| | |_ |, |__l__J__Il» Id__|_|
DOLLARS COLLECTEDsessssase| | | |s |4 d 1, 1411
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e. Of the total number of claims that were established in FY 1985, how
many were suspended in FY 1985? What was the initial dollar value
of these suspended claims? How much is still unpaid?

SUSPENDED CLAIMS.eeesesocsss |

INITIAL VALUE OF CLAIMS...|_|_ | |, | I 1s |11 |

STILL UNPAIDeeeesenooescas|__ || |o | I» L1 | |

What would be your professional estimate for the current year or for the
last few years of:

a. The percentage of identified overissuances which
result in claim referrals?

PERCENT..........‘..I..'......'.I

b. The percentage of claim referrals which
result in established claims?

PERCENT.O'......O...‘...O...I..l‘

]

c. The percentage of claim referrals for suspected fraud
which result in established claims for fraud?

PERCENT..'.'....‘....'..........l—

d. The percentage of established claims for which
at least some collections are made?

PERCENT.................‘......I'

e. The percentage of established claims which
eventually become delinquent?

PERCENT..‘...’...'..I...........I

f. The percentage of delinquent claims which
are suspended?

PERCENT.........I...............I
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10,02 Many agencies have backlogs of cases to be processed at each stage of
the claims system. To help us get an idea of the time required to
process cases through the system, would you tell me the approximate
number of days required to complete:

8. The claim referral from the
date the overissuance was
identified? FRoM | | | J T0 | | | | DAYS

be The establishment of a
nonfraud claim from the
date of claim referral? FROM | | | | 10| | | | DAYS

ce The establishment of a
fraud claim from the

date of claim referral? FROM |__|_ | _J To |__|_|_| Dpays

16.03 What do you see as the reasons for backlogs of overissuances and claims
which need to be processed? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NO BACKLw FOR NONFRAUD.......'...............Ol
NO BACKI.OG FOR mvn....'.....'...'.'.'........1

LACK OF STAFF.""".....Q....O..l.l...........1
CLAIMS ww PRIORITY.."....."'."..'...'......1
MANUAL SYSTm"'.;...‘.I...I...'...'...O.......l
FRAUD PROCESS SLOw.....'....".....'.........-.1

OTHER..........".Q...I.“".'.OC'............ll

( SPECIFY) 1

10.04 What have you done to address this problem? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT
APPLY.)

No “CKLOG.........'......‘......Q..l....-.....l
SPECIM’IZED STAFF.............C....Q.'.'I‘.....1
SPECIAIJIZED UNIT.....Q...O.'.QQ...O.....'..!...1

OTHER.......'..'Q.OI.‘Ol....0...'.'..0..'......1

(SPECLFY) i
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10.05

10.06

10.07

10.08

Table of Contents

Finally, I would like some general information about the characteristics
of your PA and NPA caseloads. What percentage of the active households
in your PA and NPA caseloads have active claims?

PERCENT OF PA CASELOAD......ccctccnccannnnncns

PERCENT OF NPA CASELOAD....... R

What percentage of the active households in your PA and NPA caseloads
have suspended claims?

PERCENT OF PA CASFLOAD...eeveeseacaannacancaeal || |

PERCENT OF NPA CASELOAD...u.ceeeenenannenenccs]

S

What percentage of the active households in your PA and NPA caseloads
are repaying claims through recoupment?

PERCENT OF PA CASELOAD....ecueeecacsancnanansal | | |

PERCENT OF NPA CASELOAD...occcvccsaccccsacncss|

Finally, T would 1like a little information on the AFDC caseload if you
have it. What percentage of AFDC cases are repaying AFDC claims through
recoupment? :

420 0] S N |
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